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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s sraTED that Mr. James Kinprer Brapsvury, barrister, has 
been appointed Judge of the County Court Circuit No. 5 (Bolton, 
Bury, &c.), in succession to the late Judge Epwin Jonzs. Mr. 
Brapsury was called to the bar in 1875 and has practised at 
Manchester. Under section 8 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
the appointment is made by the Chancellor of the Duchy of 
Lancaster. 





WE HAVE received from the Incorporated Law Society the 
following notification: The Law Society think it desirable to 
announce that they have been advised that subjects of foreign 
states cannot be admitted as solicitors. As some doubt seems to 
have existed in the matter, it has been thought desirable to 
make this announcement. 





Ir woutp have been interesting had the communication above 
referred to been accompanied by a statement of the grounds 
upon which the opinion is based. The policy of this country 
has for many years been based upon the principle of allowing 
full facilities to aliens to reside, hold property, and carry on 
business here, and it is only upon some special ground that 
they can be excluded from the right to be admitted and to 
practise as solicitors. We speak with some hesitation upon the 
subject, but we are not aware that the Solicitors Acts them- 
selves contain any suggestion that they are not to apply to 
foreigners. Under the Solicitors Act, 1843, no “‘ person ” is to 
act as a solicitor unless he ‘‘shall be admitted and enrolled and 
otherwise duly qualified to act as a solicitor,” but the qualifica- 
tions for admission do not refer in any way to the nationality of 
the candidate, and no such restriction is involved in the word 
‘‘ person.” If it were, the various provisions aimed at unqualified 
persons acting as solicitors would likewise not apply to aliens, 
and they could B popes: without admission. We imagine the 
disqualification, if it exists, must be found outside the Solicitors 
Acts. Possibly it is rested on the provision of section 3 of the Act 
of Settlement (12 & 13 Will 3, c. 2), that no person born out of 
England, Scotland, or Ireland (except such as are born of 
English parents) shall be capable ‘‘to enjoy any office or place 
of trust, either civil or military.” It is to be observed that the 
Naturalization Act, 1870, while by section 2 enabling aliens to 





hold real and personal property, contains an express saving 
that the section is not to qualify an alien for any office. But 
20 
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although a solicitor is an officer of the Supreme Oourt, yet it is 
difficult to believe that he holds an office within the meaning of 
the above enactment. 





A piscussion on the subject of Easter-day has been proceeding 
in some of the daily papers, arising from the fact that 1.2 a.m. on 
the morning of the 15th of April is marked in the calendar as 
the exact time of the first full moon after the vernal equinox, 
and the same day is marked as Easter-day ; while the traditional 
date for Easter-day is the first Sunday after the first full moon 
after the vernal equinox. An express point was made in early 
Church history that if the first full moon fell on a Sunday, the 
following Sunday should be Easter-day, as otherwise Easter 
might have fallen upon the day of the Jewish Passover; and 
that would have been a coincidence which early Christians were 
anxious to avoid. It happens, however, that the exact motion 
of the moon is a matter of such a complicated nature 
that it is difficult, if not impossible, to draw up any 
tables which shall indicate it accurately for any great 
length of time, and the custom has prevailed of regulating 
Easter by tables framed to indicate the approximate dates 
of the moons, reckoned according to the average motion 
of the moon after discarding its temporary variations. Our 
own Easter is now regulated by the tables annexed to 
the Act which introduced the new style into England— 
namely, the Act 24 Geo. 2, c. 23, passed in the year 1751, 
but christened the Calendar New Style Act, 1750, by the Short 
Titles Act, 1896, which makes a mistake of one year in the 
dates of all, or nearly all, the Acts of the reign of George the 
Second. One of these tables is headed “To find Easter-day 
from the year 1900 to the year 2190 inclusive,” and, according 
to a learned correspondent who has investigated the matter, it 
undoubtedly indicates the 15th of April as the date for Easter 
in the present year. This is not the first time, he says, that 
a discrepancy has occurred between the tables drawn up in 
1751 and the traditional rule for fixing Easter, and doubtless 
it will not be the last; but, nevertheless, the tables must be 
pronounced to have been very skilfully framed, having regard 
to the complicated nature of the subject with which they have 
to deal. Such expressions as the calendar full moon or the 
ecclesiastical full moon are sometimes used to indicate the 
dates of the full moons given by the tables of 1751, but these 
expressions seem to confuse the subject rather than explain it. 
It is merely a case in which, to use the words of Bacon, ‘‘the 
subtlety of nature has outdone the subtlety of man.” 





Few, BESIDES the respondent to the appeal, will be likely to 
quarrel with the decision of the Court of Appeal in Fenn v. Miller 
last week (reported elsewhere). The case is of some importance, 
as the court went further than they have hitherto done in 
attempting to define the meaning of the expression “ about” 
a factory as used in section 7 of the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897. The judge of the Bow County Oourt had awarded 
compensation to a workman under the following circumstances : 
The appellant, a builder, was engaged in erecting a number of 
houses on a building estate and the respondent was a workman 
in hisemployment. Upon the estate were two steam-engines in 
sheds used for grinding mortar for the purposes of the 
building operations. These engines were clearly “factories” 
within the meaning of the Act: MeNicholas v. Dawson (1899, 1 
Q. B. 773). The respondent was sent with a cart and horse to 
fetch water for the engines, and while he was returning, the 
horse bolted and caused injuries to the respondent, for which he 
claimed compensation. The place where the accident happened 
was in a public road at a distance of some 110 yards from the 
mearest engine. The county court judge found that the 

dent when he met with the ‘accident was employed 
“about” a factory (viz., the engine sheds); the Court of 
Appeal held that there was no evidence upon which he could 
so find. Looking at the expression “on or in or about 
a factory” it is clear that ‘‘about” has a wider signification 
than ‘“‘on” or “in,” and this was pointed out by the court in 
Powell vy, Brown (1899, 1 Q. B. 157). But it is clear also that a 


county court judge, sitting as a jury, is not at liberty to give the 
esa Laren § 288 jury, Meh x 


meaning, and if an accident happening in a 


road 110 yards away from the factory can be held to have 
happened “about” the factory, the word altogether loses the 
geographical meaning which the section clearly intends to give 
to it. Corus and Romer, L.JJ., have now laid it down that 
the word denotes “ physical contiguity,” and A. L. Saurus, L.J., 
although reluctant to overrule the finding of the county court 
judge, did not dissent. Cases which are very near the line will 
ing hes arise, and will present difficulty, but Fenn v. Miller can 
hardly be considered to be such a case. 


— 





Ar A tr of great national rejoicing undergraduates of the 
universities and other students are prone to exceed the bounds 
of moderation in the expression of their patriotic feelings. Some 
punishment is often merited in such cases, but at the same time 
allowance should be made for the high spirits of youth and for 
the absence of any really criminal stateof mind. The other day 
at Cambridge the undergraduates did certainly exceed the 
bounds of moderation in celebrating the relief of Ladysmith, 
but the way some of these young men were treated by the 
borough justices was little short of scandalous. No con 
sideration was shewn by these persons on account of the general 
excitement in the country, or of the age of the culprits, 
or of the absence of any real criminal intention. In fact, the 
magistrates seem to have ee out of their way to take as 
serious a view as possible of the facts. They went, indeed, so 
far out of their way in this diréction that (in our opinion) they 
got beyond the law altogether, and convicted some of these 
young men of a crime which there was no evidence to prove. 
It appears that a bonfire was made to celebrate the occasion, 
and to feed the flames some undergraduates threw some shutters 
on to the fire, while others wheeled a cart into the blaze. 
For this the magistrates convicted the undergraduates of 
larceny of the shutters and cart, and thereby saddled 
these young men with a conviction for felony, which is a serious 
impediment to their entering various professions. Now, it is 
laid down by the authorities that for the taking of goods to 
amount to larceny, they must have been taken Juort causa. This 
is not very definite, and, if this motive is a necessary ingredient, 
it certainly is not limited to the acquisition of pecuniary benefit. 
Thus in Rex v. Cabbage (R. & R. 292) the prisoner had forced 
open the stable door, taken out a horse, and thrown it down a 
disused coal-pit, in order to destroy a piece of evidence against a 
friend of the prisoner who was awaiting his trial for stealing the 
horse. It was held that the prisoner was rightly convicted of 
larceny of the horse, because his act was committed with intent to 
wholly deprive the owner of his property, and fraudulently. And 
probably in every case where there has been an absence of desire 
to acquire pecuniary advantage by depriving the owner of his 
property, and where nevertheless a conviction has been upheld, 
there has been some ulterior criminal object. In the Cambridge 
case, however, there was no such motive. It was simply a piece 
ot mischievous fun and the result of excitement. If throwing a 
shutter on to a fire and destroying it is larceny of the shutter, itis 
hard to see why purposely breaking & wine-glass is not larceny 
of a wine-glass. It cannot, we submit, be argued that such an 
act is felony. A perfectly adequate remedy is supplied by 
statute for such cases by the Malicious Damage Act, 1861. By 
section 51 of that Act it is an indictable misdemeanour to injure 
property to an amount exceeding five pounds; and by section 
52 it is an offence, punishable on summary conviction only, to 
injure property to an amount less than £5. These sections were 
quite sufficient to meet the case of the Cambridge under- 
graduates, but to convict them of felony was absurd. 





ALTHOUGH SOME magisirates make no allowance for youth, it 
is happily now generally admitted that it is unwise, as well as 
unfair, to treat boy offenders as if they were grown men, and to 
confirm their criminal propensities by imprisonment. The best 
authorities now agree, in spite of certain maudlin objectors, that 
the proper punishment for naughty boys is a flogging. Lord 
James, by his Yonthful Offenders Bill, which has this week 
been passed by the House of Lords, proposes to extend the 





application of this punishment. It is to be hoped that the 
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House of Commons will find time to pass this measure into law, 
for it is likely to prove most useful. It provides that for every 
offence, except homicide, a boy may be ordered to be whipped, 
whether he is convicted summarily or on indictment. The 
whipping is to be administered by a constable with a birch rod 
and is limited to six strokes if the boy be under twelve years, 
twelve strokes if he be under fourteen, and eighteen strokes if 
he be under sixteen years of age. If a Ter is punished 
by whipping, or if he is discharged on conviction without 
punishment on the ground that the offence was of a trifling 
nature, it is provided that the conviction shall not be 
regarded as a conviction of felony for the purpose of any 
disqualification attaching to felony. It is, perhaps, unfortunate 
that the Bill does not provide for the whipping of boys above 
sixteen, say, up toeighteen. From sixteen to eighteen is an age 
at which boys are particularly troublesome, but at which they 
are still in many cases very sensitive to and evil influences. 
Corporal punishment would generally have a better effect than 
imprisonment on youths of this age. The Bill also contains 
some valuable provisions for bringing home to negligent 
parents their responsibility for the crimes of their children. 
It is provided that where it is proved that a parent 
has, without sufficient excuse, neglected to exercise proper 
control over his child, and has deena conduced to the commis- 
sion of an offence by the child, such parent shall be deemed 
guilty of having contributed to the commission of the offence. 
On being convicted of having so contributed, the parent may be 
fined £5 and ordered to pay the costs of the proceedings against 
his child, and also to give security for the future good conduct 
of his child. This is going to the root of the matter, and if the 
provision becomes law, it will enable magistrates in a great 
number of cases to bring home to the really guilty parties the 
responsibility for juvenile crimes. It is proposed that the new 
law should come into force on the Ist of January, 1901, but there 
does not seem any good reason why such an excellent provision 
should not come into force as soon as it obtains the Royal 
Assent. 





AN INTERESTING question of conveyancing practice is raised 
in a letter upon the assignment of leaseholds to tenants in 
common which we print elsewhere. Our correspondent points 
out that the available precedents for such an assignment do not 
contain any mutual covenants by the assignees inter se for 
payment of rent and performance of covenants, such as are given 
for the case where a part of the leasehold premises is separately 
assigned. The material consideration is whether, in the absence 
of an express mutual covenant, the tenants in common are 
protected by a right of contribution one against the other, in the 
event of either being compelled to pay the whole rent or to bear 
the whole expense of performing the covenants. Such a right 
of contribution appears to follow from the covenants with the 
assignor which are inserted in the assignment. In Davidson 
(4th ed., Vol. II., Pt. I., p. 421) the covenants on the part 
of the assignees are several, and each covenants, in respect 
of his undwided share, to pay the rent and perform the 
covenants of the lease; and also to indemnify the assignor. 
In Key & Elphinstone (6th ed.), Vol. I., p. 536, it is 
stated that the covenants should be joint and several, though the 
form of covenant to which reference is made is similar to that in 
Davidson. But the difference in the form of covenant does not 
seem to be important. In avy case a liability to pay at least 
half the rent is imposed on each tenant in common—supposing 
they are two in number and hold in equal shares—and if one, 
under threat of legal proceedings, pays the whole, he has a right 
to recover from the other the share which that other should 
have paid. Without resorting to the doctrine of contribution, 
the application of which, save in the case of co-sureties, is not 
very clear, it is sufficient to say that the one tenant in 
common has by compulsion paid the debt of the other 
tenant in common, and consequently can recover the amount 
as money paid to his use: Leake on Ountracts (3rd. ed.), 


p- 56. It is probable that the same result would follow 
in the case of an assignment of part of the leasehold 
premises, even without the express covenant by the as- 
signee which is commonly inserted, inasmuch as the assignee 
of part of the demised premises is liable to the lessor for at 


least an —— of the rent and upon the covenants 
so far as they affect his part; and consequently the assignor, 
who retains the remainder of the premises, if under compulsion 
he pays the whole rent or the whole covenants, is 
relieving the assignee of his liability and, on the principle 
just mentioned, can recover against him. The case is different 
where it is an underlessee of _— of the premises who benefits 
by payment of rent. He is subject to distress, indeed, but he is 
not liable to be sued, and since the payment of the whole rent 
by the assignee or underlessee of the rest of the premises 
does not relieve him from a debt, he is not bound to contribute: 
Johnson v. Wild (88 W. R. 500, 44 Oh. D. 146). But while 
upon an assignment of part of the premises the assignor might 
have a right of contribution against the ee in the absence 
of express covenant, yet the case is attended with difficulties, 
and it is probably to avoid these that the express covenant is 
inserted. In the case of tenants in common who by express 
covenant have made themselves liable each for his own share of 
the rent and covenants, or perhaps for the whole, the right of 
one who satisfies the entire obligation to call upon the other for 
re-imbursement admits of nodoubt. Hence the mutual covenant 
does not seem to be needed, and the precedents do not contain it. 
There is, of course, no objection to inserting it as an additional 
precaution. 


Tue case of Gardner v. Hodgson’s Kingston Brewery Co. 
(Limited) (reported elsewhere), decided by Oozens-Harpy, J., 
recently, raised an interesting point as to the acquisition of a 
title to a right of way under section 2 of the Prescription Act, 
1832 (2 & 8 Will. 4, c. 71). By that section a limited protection 
is given to rights of way which ‘‘ have been actually enjoyed by 
any person claiming right thereto without interruption” for 
twenty years ; and when the way has been so enjoyed for forty 
years “‘ the right thereto shall be deemed absolute aud inde- 
feasible, unless it shall appear that the same was enjoyed by 
some consent or agreement — given or made for that 
purpose by deed or writing.” the above case the plaintiff 
had enjoyed a right of way for over forty years without other 
interruption than might be implied from the annual payment 
of a sum of fifteen shillings. ere was no evidence of the 
origin of this annual payment, nor was there any agreement 
by deed or in writing. Upon the facts Cozmns-Huarpy, J., drew 
the inference that a licence to use the way was given by parol 
more than forty years previously, and that this licence was 
subject to the payment of 15s. a year. The mere circumstance 
that the way was enjoyed under a licence did not prevent 
the enjoyment from being as of right for the statutory 

riod. The statute simply requires the assertion of title; 
it does not require that the title shall be adverse to 
the owner of the servient tenement. An enjoyment is “‘as of 
right” although it is permissive: Kinloch v. Nevill (6 M. & W. 
795). The question, therefore, was whether the annual pay- 
ment of 15s. involved any interruption in the enjoyment of the 
easement. For the purposes of the Prescription Act, however, 
interruption is defined by section 4 in'a negative manner. 
No act or other matter is to be deemed to be an interruption 
unless it has been submitted to for the space of one year. This 
provision implies that there must be an actual obstruction of the 
enjoyment of the way for a year, and consequently, in the case 
of a right to light, a money payment for permission to enjoy the 
light has not been held to imply any interruption in the enjoy- 
ment of the easement: Plasterers’ Co. v. Parish Clerks’ Co. (6 Ex. 
630). This decision appears to govern the present case, and 
Cozzns-Harpy, J., decided that an absolute title to the right of 
way had been acquired, notwithstanding the continuance of the 
annual payment. It seems, however, that troublesome questions 
might arise as to the nature of such payment. It is of course a 
payment in the nature of rent, but it is not a true rent, and it is 
not clear in what way it would be recoverable or how far the 
existence of the right of way would depend on its regular 


payment. 








The death is announced of Sir Alured Dumbell, Clerk of the Rolls and 
Judge of the Chancery Division in the Isle of Man. He was appointed 
Deemster in March, 1880, and Clerk of the Rolls in 1883, and received the 





honour of knighthood in 1899. 
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PRINCIPLES OF POOR LAW ADMINISTRATION, 
WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO RELIEF OF 
ABLE-BODIED PERSONS. 


As a contribution to strike law of peculiar interest and import- 
ance, the exhaustive and closely-reasoned judgment in which 
the Court of Appeal recently reversed the decision of Romer, J. 
(as he then was), in Zhe Attorney-General v. Merthyr Tydfil 
Guardians (ante, p. 294) has already been commented upon in 
these columns (ante, p. 287). But this case deserves more than 
such a passing notice, since its real value lies, not so much in 
the application of the principles there enunciated to the facts of 
that particular case, as in the fact that the judgment is a 
singularly lucid exposition of the general principles upon which 
our Poor Law is based and poor relief should be administered. 
It is of such supreme importance, alike to the individual and to 
the community, that those principles should be thoroughly 
grasped by those who have to administer the Poor Law that no 
apology is needed for dwelling upon these broader aspects of 
the case. 

Considering how intimately the administration of the Poor 
Law is bound up with the daily life of the people, and how 
nearly it touches the pockets of the ratepaying portion of the 
community, it is somewhat remarkable that no reported case is 
to be found in which the principles of our Poor Law are com- 
prehensively reviewed and their origin historically traced. The 
judgment delivered by the Master of the Rolls in the Merthyr 
case is therefore most welcome. It is true that those 
principles have been discussed in text-books and enunciated 
in the reports of the Poor Law Commissioners. Indeed 
it is worthy of notice that the commissioners, in one of their 
reports (6 Off. Cir. 105), deal with the very question raised in 
the Merthyr case—namely, whether the guardians can relieve 
strikers out of the rates—in the following terms : ‘‘ With disputes 
between masters and workmen, or with the agreements of either 
class among themselves, the guardians have nothing todo. It 
is not the object of the poor rates to aid either class in their 
struggle against the other. If, therefore, the guardians 
are in @ situation to say that the men applying for relief may 
obtain work within their reach, at wages sufficient for their 
maintenance, or that of their families, and it only depends on 
themselves to accept it, they are justified in refusing relief 
to those persons, simply because they can no longer be considered 
as destitute.” But in order to obtain any judicial light upon the 
not too clear provisions of the statute 43 Eliz. c. 2, upon which 
our Poor Law is based, it has hitherto been necessary to go 
back to such authorities as the resolutions of the judges in 
Lambard’s Eirenarcha (1619) or to cases such as Rex y. Hygh- 
worth (1716, 1 Strange 10) and other cases, being for the most 
part orders —- made under the statute and brought up to 
the Court of King’s Bench to be quashed. 

In order the better to appreciate the judgment in the Merthyr 
case it is necessary to state very shortly the contentions raised by 
the guardians in justification of the relief given to the strikers, 
and the main facts of the case. During the great coal strike of 
1898 many colliers and other workmen applied for relief, and 
the guardians of the Merthyr Tydfil Union opened labour 
yards, and also by gifts of food and money relieved the 
workmen and their families. It is material to note that the 
guardians well knew that the colliers could, if they chose, work 
and earn sufficient to keep their families off the rates. To meet 
the extra expenditure thus caused heavier rates than usual were 
levied upon the ratepayers, some of whom thereupon brought 
an action to restrain the application of the rates for this purpose 
on the ground that it was unlawful, and for a declaration to 
that effect. The guardians met this attack by attempting to 
justify their action on three main grounds: they said (1) the 
colliers were destitute and therefore entitled to relief of some 
kind ; (2) the rapidity with which they became destitute, 
together with their numbers, constituted a case of “‘ sudden and 
urgent necessity” specially provided against by the Act of 
1834 and the orders of the commissioners made thereunder, the 
effect of which is to enlarge the class entitled to relief; (3) in 
such exceptional circumstances the ians’ discretion was 


absolute, and could not be restrained by the court, the aggrieved 
parties’ sole remedy being to object before the auditor, when, 


if such expenditure were disallowed, the commissioners had 
power to allow it. 

The first of these contentions raised the wide question, Who 
are the persons entitled to relief under the Poor Law statutes? 
On this point the Court of Appeal, after an exhaustive examina- 
tion of the statutes prior to the Poor Law Act, 1834, laid it 
down that the short effect of the Poor Laws before 1834, when 
interpreted in the light of the numerous Vagrancy Acts cover- 
ing the same period, was as follows: (1) No one who was 
starving, whether by his own fault or not, could be lawfully 
refused relief; (2) poor persons physically unable to work were 
entitled to relief without being set to work; (3) poor persons 
able to work but unable to obtain it were entitled to relief by 
having work found for them; (4) poor persons physically 
able to work were not entitled to relief in any other way; 
(5) but poor persons, being able to work and to procure 
work, whose poverty arises from their refusal to work, 
are not within the scope of poor relief at all. If they are 
actually starving, temporary relief must be given them. But 
their case is hit by the Vagrancy Acts, not the Poor Laws, 
Under the Vagrants Act (5 Geo. 4, c. 83, s. 3) now in 
force, ‘‘ Every person being able, wholly or in part, to maintain 
himself or family by work and wilfully neglecting 
or refusing so to do, by which refusal or neglecthe . . . or 
his family . become chargeable to any parish,” is to be 
deemed an “ idle and disorderly person and liable to imprison- 
ment.” Clearly, therefore, up to the Poor Law legislation of 
1834 there was no power whatever to relieve at the expense of 
o rates able-bodied poor who could support themselves if they 
chose. 

The second contention of the guardians, if it had prevailed 
with the court, would have been very far-reaching in its effects, 
since it practically amounted to this, that the Act of 1834 con- 
ferred upon the Poor Law Commissioners (who are now repre- 
sented by the Local Government Board), not merely adminis- 
trative, but important legislative powers, by the exercise of 
which they might almost indefinitely extend the classes of 
persons entitled to poor relief. But the Court of Appeal, while 
recognizing that the Act of 1834 conferred very wide adminis- 
trative powers upon the Poor Law Commissioners, laid it down 
in the broadest terms that the classes of persons who were 
entitled to relief were not directly or indirectly enlarged by that 
Act. The case for the guardians was ingeniously put. It was 
based on the combined operation of section 52 of the Act of 
1834, which confers very wide powers upon the commissioners 
of regulating outdoor relief, and of a poor law order dated the Ist 
of October, 1870, relating to the Merthyr Tydfil Union, made by 
the commissioners under that section. This order provided ‘‘ that 
every able-bodied person requiring relief”’ should be relieved 
wholly in the workhouse, except “‘ where such persons shall re- 
quire relief on account of sudden and urgent necessity.” Cases of 
“sudden and urgent necessity” constituted, it was urged, an 
addition to the classes entitled to poor relief. But the order 
itself, and likewise the section under whichit is made, assume that 
the relief is to be given to persons already entitled to it by law, 
and merely direct under what circumstances it may be given out 
of doors and not within the workhouse. In fact they are 
purely administrative. This clear ruling should be of great 
value, as this misconception with regard to the true effect of 
such orders has undoubtedly prevailed in many quarters. In 
future guardians must be careful to confine relief to the classes 
entitled to it under the statute of Elizabeth, as to which the 
classification in the judgment in the Merthyr case will afford a 
simple and infallible guide. ; : 

The third contention of the guardians, which was directed 
against the jurisdiction of the court to entertain an action of 
this kind, was based on section 4 of 11 & 12 Vict. c. 91, 
relating to the audit of poor law accounts, whicl provides that 
an unlawful expenditure disallowed by the auditor may be 
allowed by the commissioners, if they deom it ‘fair and equit- 
able” to remit it. But such a post to remit does not oust the 
jurisdiction of the court to resvram such an unlawful application 
of the rates in the first instance, though it cannot interfere with 
the discretion to remit, and order repayment of expenditure so 
remitted. The effect of thie is that guardians who incur such 
expenses in future will do so at their peril. For if the rate- 
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payers succeed in getting an injunction, to whicu it is now held | 1079). It follows that a contract for the sale of land in England 
they will be entitled, before the rates have been levied, or even | wherever made would have to be in writing and signed so as to 
before the money has been paid away, the opportunity for the | comply with the Statute of Frauds: Leroux v. Brown (12 ©. B. 
Local Government Board to exercise their powers of remission | 801), Story, Conflict of Laws (8th ed.), p. 510. It is conceived 
will never occur, and the loss will fall upon the guardians | that on the same principle such a contract wherever made would 
themselves. require to be stamped in conformity with the English revenue 
The judgment in the Merthyr case covers so much ground that | laws, but that the /ex loci contractus, if the contract were made in 
it will be useful to summarize the rules deducibie from it which | a foreign country, need not be complied with in respect of stamps 
guardians should observe in dealing with all able-bodied| any more than in other respects, and the authorities to the 
persons, whether strikers or others, who refuse to work for the | contrary effect, where the contract was not concerned with 
maintenance of themselves and their families. immoveables (see, for example, Alves v. Hodgson, 7 T. R. 241; 
1. Such persons are not entitled to relief at all, unless (a) they | Clegg v. Levy, 3 Camp. 167), would not be applicable in the case 
are prevented from working by fear of violence, in which case it | of property situate in England. 
would obviously be the duty of the local authorities to ask for t would seem clear also that no conveyance or transfer of 
police protection for them, or (+) they are on the point of | Eaglish land can be made except according to the formalities 
starvation, in which case temporary relief may be given them. | prescribed by English law : see Story, Conflict of Laws, pp. €08, 
This is an anomaly, as is pointed out in the Merthyr case. But|609. Thus in Dundas v. Dundas (2 Dow. & Ol. 349) D. died 
in such cases it will be the duty of the guardians to put in force | domiciled in Scotland having, by deed executed in Scottish form 
the Vagrants Act of 5 Geo. 4, already referred to, and get him | attested by two witnesses, made a trust disposition of heritable 
committed to prison as an idle and disorderly person. As it is| property including real estate in England. It was admitted 
tersely put in the judgment, ‘‘ The penalty for refusing to work | that, owing to the deed not having been executed in the form 
is imprisonment, not starvation.” required by the English Statute of Frauds, it could not operate 
2. The wives and families of such persons are entitled to | to pass the English estate to the trustees (2 Dow. & Cl., pp. 353, 
relief. Their right to relief is independent of the men. But | 359), and it was on that footing that the decision went, to the 
directly they come upon the rates the men are liable to be im- | effect that a beneficiary under the trust deed was put to his 
prisoned under the Vagrants Act of 5 Geo. 4, as has been already | election to give effect to it or forfeit his interest under it : 2 Dow. 
noticed, although they themselves are not reduced to starvation. | & Ol., p. 375; see also Coppin v. Coppin (2 P. W. 291). A 
3. The court will not interfere with the discretion exercised | disposition of English land not under seal, executed in a foreign 
by the guardians as to taking proceedings under the Vagrancy | country where no seal is required to pass the title to lands, 
Acts. This obviously affords a possible loophole of escape for | would be invalid to pass the land (Story, Conflict of Laws, 
guardians faced by the disagreeable task of proceeding against | p. 609), and conversely the validity of an unsealed disposition 
large bodies of men under those Acts. of foreign land in due form, according to the lex situs, will be 
4, ‘‘Sudden and urgent necessity” cannot be invoked as a | recognized in England (Adams v. Clutterbuck, 31 W. R. 723, 10 
reason for giving relief to persons of a class not within the | Q. B. D. 403), because in each case the law that governs is the 
scope of the Poor Laws. It only affords an excuse for giving | 4x situs. 
relief in a particular form—namely, outdoor relief, to persons| Passing from immovables and returning to contracts concerned 
already within the scope of those laws. with other forms of property, the lex loci contractus, as stated 
It is, however, hardly possible within the limits of an article | above, generally governs the form and solemnities. ‘‘ The form 
to do justice to a judgment which covers so much ground and | required for a contract by the law of the place where it is made 
combines such keen historical insight with such sound discretion | is both sufficient and requisite for its validity in England”: De 
and common sense; and those who haveto advise our Poor Law | Nicols v. Curlier (1900, A. O. 21, pp. 45, 46, per Lord Brampron). 
administrators should carefully study and digest the principles | The principle, however, is not inflexibly applied, as appears 
so lucidky expounded by it. from the decisions on marriage contracts made abroad, one of 
the parties to which was English. Suppose an Englishwoman 
marries a Frenchman — France, a her — 
compri in Engli er the trusts o 
EXECUTION OF ENGLISH DEEDS BY PERSONS | ca "Hneiah wil or csttlement, and thet it ie desired on her 
RESIDENT ABROAD. marriage to settle her fortune by a deed in the English 
Ir is proposed in this article to offer some notes on the law /| and form, the proper course would be to execute such a deed, 
relating to the execution and attestation of deeds concerning | and incorporate it besides in a notarial act, which is required to 
English property by persons resident in foreign countries. The | satisfy the lex loci actus: Westlake’s Private International Law 
following judicial statement of general principles may serve as | (3rd ed.), p. 70. But if the notarial act is omitted, will the 
an introduction. It is taken from the judgment of Knicur| English deed which alone is executed be operative? If it 
Bruce, V.C., in Guepratte v. Young (4 De G. & Sm. 217, 233),| was executed in France it does not satisfy the lex loc 
where he says: “1 will employ a minute or two in stating | actus. But Van Grutten v. Digby (31 Beav. 561) seems 























three or four maxims or aphorisms . . . which are, I believe, 
of general acceptance, generally true, and consistent with each 
other in theory and practice. I mean these: ‘ Statuta suo 
clauduntur territorio nec ultra territorium disponunt’ ; ‘ Bona mobilia 
sequi et regulari debent secundum statuta loci domicilit ejus ad quem 
pertinent vel spectant’; ‘ Si lex actui formam dat inspiciendus est 
locus actus non domicilii’ ; ‘ Si de solemnibus queritur aut de modo 
actus, ratio ejus loci habenda est ubi celebratur.’” 

With regard to immoveable property, however, a different rule 
ne ge as it may be observed, is also the case with certain 

nds of personal property, like public funds and shares in com- 
panies, which are almost necessarily governed by the law of the 
country where they arise. The rule is stated by Sir W. Grant 
as follows, with regard to real estate: ‘“ The validity of every 
disposition of real estate must depend upon the law of the 
country in which that estate is situated” (Curtis v. Hutton, 
14 Ves, 587, 541), and Lord Mansrrecp explains the rule by 
reference to the “local nature of the thing” which makes it 
requisite for every disposition or contract where the subject- 
matter relates soe to England to be carried into execution 
according to English law: Robinson v. Bland (2 Burr. 1077, 





to shew that in such circumstances an lish court of 
equity will treat the whole matter as capable of being regulated 
by English law. But if this settlement or contract 
relates to English land, it cannot operate as a conveyance unless 
it is in proper English form for that purpose, for in the case of 
a conveyance of land the lex rei situs must be observed. 
Attention may be drawn in passing to the decision in the above- 
cited case of De Nicols v. Curlier, w. the House of Lords held 





that the French marriage law of community of goods was not 
displaced by the spouses’ acquisition after marriage of an 
English domicil. In the curious case of Alliance Bank of Simla v. 
Carey (29 W. R. 306, 5 C. P. D. 429) it was held by Lorzs, J., 
that a bond under seal executed in India, where there is no 
difference between specialty and simple contract debts, was a 
specialty, on the ground that the court could not i the seal, 
and must give to it the effect that ee 0. to it. 
The regard due in principle, and habitually paid in 
to the formalities required by the ee ee 
inst interpreting a partic formali y the law o 
d in 7 BD to the le el’ eativesien unless 


fa dl ay ae HE. could be treated as evidence of 
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the intention of the parties that the distinction recognized in 
England, but not in India, between specialty and simple contract 
debts should be imported into the contract. Although the 
formalities required for a contract by the law of the place where 
it was made—the Jex loci contractus celebrati—are sufficient for 
its external validity in England, a contract, although externally 
perfect according to the law of the place where it was made, 
cannot be enforced in England unless evidenced in such manner 
as English law requires: Westlake on Private International 
Law (3rd ed.), p. 249. 

As to the officials whose aid may be required to authenticate 
the execution of English instruments by persons in foreign 
countries, the most important provisions are R. 8. C. 1883, ord. 
38, r. 6 (replacing the repealed section 22 of 15 & 16 Vict. c. 86), 
and the Commissioners for Oaths Act, 1889. The general effect 
is that oaths and affidavits for the purpose of any court or 
matter in England, or for the registration of any instrument in 
the United Kingdom, may be taken in any place out of England 
before any person having authority to administer an oath in 
that place (i... including a person authorized by the law 
of the place), and, in the case of a person having authority 
otherwise than by the law of a foreign country, judicial and 
official notice must be taken of the seal or signature on such 
oath or affidavit, or any other deed or document. 

Within the Queen’s dominions oaths may be administered by 
any judge, court, notary public, or person locally authorized in 
this behalf, and beyond the Queen’s dominions by any British 
consul, vice-consul, or acting consul, and also by any British 
ambassador, or minister, or chargé daffaires, or secretary of 
embassy or legation, and the last-named representatives of con- 
sulate or embassy may also do any notarial act which any notary 
public can do within the United Kingdom, and documents pur- 
porting to be attested by seal and signature in exercise of such 
authority are to be admitted in evidence without proof of seal 
or signature or official character of the attesting witness. 

In Brooke v. Brooke (17 Ch. D. 833) Fry, J., held that the 
court would take judicial notice of a deed of release executed in 
Canada bearing a notarial signature and seal, and itis clear 
that the decision extends to any deed or document bearing the 
seal or signature of any of the authorities aforesaid: but see 
Nye v. Macdonald (18 W. R. 1075, L. R. 3 P. C. 331). 

It is the practice of the High Court to require oaths sworn 
in foreign countries before persons having authority to 
administer oaths by the law of a foreign country to be properly 
verified by the British consular authority or by certificate of the 
local High Court: Stringer’s Oaths, p. 42; Brittlebank v. Smith 
(50 L. T. 491). 

The German law prohibits the administration of oaths in 
Germany to a German subject by any person whatever who 
does not hold direct authority from the German Government to 
administer oaths, and this authority is held by very few persons 
besides the judges, who may in any civil proceedings refuse to 
exercise the power : see Stringer’s Oaths, p. 45. In Jn the Goods 
of Caspan (75 L. T. 663), where a German subject refused to 
swear the usual executor’s affidavit on the ground of the 
German law restricting the administration of oaths, he was 
allowed by the court to affirm. 

In Re Schmidt's Trade-Mark (31 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 234) 
Schmidt, a resident in Germany, became entitled to repayment 
of money paid into court, but was unable in consequence of the 
restrictions imposed by the German law as to oaths to give a 

er of attorney with the special formalities required by the 
rang Ae py The court allowed him to give a power in 

inary form to some person in England, but ordered his 
signature thereto to be verified before the power was acted upon. 
It was suggested by the Soricrrors’ Jovrnat, in view of this 
case, that, whenever possible in similar cases, the signature 
should be attested by a witness who was coming to England— 
¢.g., the captain of a steamer, who could on his arrival there 
make the necessary affidavit in verification. 








Mr. J. 8. Purcell, C.B., who has recently retired from the public service, 
was entertained at dinner on Saturday evening at the Hotel Metropole by 
present members of the Inland Revenue 
the chair. Among the guests 
were Viscount Duncannon, C.B., Sir Andros de la Rue, Sir G. H. Murray, 
and Mr. Arthur O’Connor, Q.C., M.P. 


a number of and 
a. aay Sir Sieg Pander occupied 





REVIEWS. 
SALE OF FOOD AND DRUGS. 


THE SALE oF Foop Aanp Drvues Acts, 1875 To 1899, AND Forms 
AND NoricEs IssUED THEREUNDER. WITH NOTES AND Casgs; 
TOGETHER WITH AN APPENDIX CONTAINING THE OTHER AcTs 
RELATING TO ADULTERATION, CHEMICAL NoTEs, &o., &o. Turrp 
EpITIon. By Sir Witu14M J. Bet1, LL.D., and H. S. Scrrvenzr, 
M.A. (Oxon.), Barristers-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


The passing of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act of 1899 has made a 
new edition of this useful little book necessary, and we venture to 
say that every practitioner who has to deal with a case arising under 
the Food and Drugs Acts will find time saved by the purchase of a 
copy. At least one of the authors is eminent as a chemist, and the 
book contains some most valuable chemical notes upon the usual 
modes of adulteration met with, The work is greatly improved by 
the addition of an introduction which gives a sketch of the whole 
statute law on the subject of adulteration. This sketch would 

robably be improved if it included a few pages on the common law 
bearing on the subject, for adulteration may often be treated as an 
indictable offence, and has often so been treated. Thus, in the case 
of Reg. v. Foster (2 Q. B. D. 301) it was held that the defendant was 
rightly convicted of obtaining money by false pretences, for selling 
as ‘‘ good tea” a mixture three-quarters of which was not tea at all. 
We also think the usefulness of the book would be increased by the 
addition of a few forms of information, summons, &c. The book 
seems to refer to all the recent cases, and to include all statutes on the 
subject, and it will be found entirely trustworthy. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Company Precedents for Use in Relation to Companies subject to 
the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1898. Part II.: Winding-up Forms 
and Practice, arranged as follows: Compulsory Winding up, Winding 
up under Supervision, Voluntary Winding up, Arrangements and Com- 
promises. With Copious Notes, and an Appendix containing Acts and 
Rules. Eighth Edition. By Francois BEAUFORT PALMER, Barrister- 
at-Law, assisted by FRANK Evans, Barrister-at-Law. (Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). Price 32s. 


Report of the Twenty-second Annual Meeting of the American Bar 
Association, held at Buffalo, New York, August 28, 29, and 31, 1899. 
Philadelphia : Dando Printing and Publishing Co. 

First Elements of Procedure. By T. Bary, Barrister-at-Law. 
Effingham Wilson. 


The Insurance Agents’ Legal Handbook: containing the Law 
Relating to Rights, Duties, and Liabilities of Life, Fire, Accident, 
and Marine Insurance Agents. By J. E. R. STEPHENS, Barrister-at- 
Law. Effingham Wilson. 


The Consumer’s Handbook of the Law Relating to Gas, Water, 
and Electric ae. By LAawRENcE DuckwortH, Barrister-at- 
Law. Effingham Wilson 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
REGISTRATION OF LEASEHOLD LAND. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Referring to my letter published in your issue of the 3rd inst., 
and to your comments thereon under the heading of ‘‘ Current Topics,” 
and particularly to your concluding remark that you are not sure 
if the ‘‘ instrument of charge” is necessary, I should like to point 
out that in my — the principal object in taking the ‘‘ instrument 
of charge,” in addition to the deposit of the land certificate, is to secure 
to the mortgagee beyond all dispute a power of sale under the Acts. 
I am unable to come to the conclusion that a mortgagee would be 
quite sure of securing such a power under a mortgage off the 
register, and, having regard to sub-section 2 of section 16 of the Act 
of 1897, it is clear that a | pore could compel him at his (the 
vendor’s) own expense (and notwithstanding any stipulation to the 
contrary) to procure either the registration of himself as proprietor 
of the land (or of a charge) or the registration of a transfer from the 
registered proprietor (who would be the mortgagor). In addition to 
this, I think that the registrar at any time would rfectly justified 
in refusing to register a purchaser in the presence of such an obstacle 
as the vendor not bein himself a registered proprietor, and I think 
he would in all probabili fuse to register such a purchaser not- 
withstanding the remarks of your correspondent ‘‘ E. 8. W.” 

Even supposing that the registrar register a transfer from a 
mortgagee who is not hi on the register, to a purchaser, it does 
not seem to me to be at all advisable for a mortgagee to run the 
risk of a purchaser raising a difficulty under the sub-section above 
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Your correspondent ‘‘ E. 8. W.,” in his letter in your issue of the 
24th of February, states that the registrar actually refused to regi 
the title of a purchaser unless the vendor’s solicitor allowed his client 
to transfer the whole of the term when he knew part of such term was 
outstanding in the mortgagor. Is this a practice than can be com- 
mended, or one that solicitors ought to acquiesce in, and might it not 
lead to considerable difficulties ? 

No doubt it is advisable to take the mort off the register bm 
well as the instrument of charge), as this gives a legal estate in the 
derivative term to the mortgagee, which it is very essential for 
several reasons that all mortgagees should possess. 

March 9. X. Y. Z. 





NOTICE AND INQUIRIES ON. PURCHASE OF AN EQUITY 
OF REDEMPTION. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—On a purchase of an equity of redemption the text-books 
point out that the purchaser should get a statement from the 
mortgagee of the amount due on the mortgage, and stating that he 
(the purchaser) is about to buy the equity—so far good. But the 
text-books do not add that the inquiry should go further and ask the 
mortgagee if he has received notice of any subsequent incumbrance 
on the property. 

In the case of a mortgage to two or more trustees we submit that 
the only safe way for a purchaser of an equity of redemption is to 
put to each trustee personally the questions: (1) Present state of 
mortgage debt; (2) whether notice of any subsequent incumbrance 
has been received. The solicitor for the mortgagees is not in a 
position to answer the above questions. He is no permanent or 
accredited agent of the mortgagees to accept notices on their behalf, 
or give statements of facts or figures which may hereafter turn out 
false 


What is the position of an intending purchaser of an equity of 
redemption who, after application to two or more trustee mortgagees, 
fails to get proper replies? One or more of these people may not 
reply at all, or give shuffling answers. 

We shall be glad of your opinion and of that of any correspondent. 

March 13. SUBSCRIBERS. 

[The precautions advised by Mr. Dart (2 V. & P., 6th ed. 784) are: 
(1) Notice to the mortgagee; (2) inquiry of him (a) as to the amount 
due on the mortgage, and (b) whether he is entitled to any other 
charges created by the same mortgagor; but we do not see why 
there should not also be added, as our correspondent suggests, (3) an 
inquiry whether the mortgagee has received notice of any incum- 
brance on the property subsequent to his mortgage. Neither the 
mortgagee nor trustees, however, are bound to answer the inquiry as 

‘ 


to notice of incumbrances: Low v. Bouverie (1891, 3 Ch. 82).—Eb. S.J. 


a 


ASSIGNMENT OF LEASEHOLDS TO TENANTS IN COMMON, 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Where leasehold property is assigned to two or more persons 
as tenants in common, should not the deed contain mutual covenants 
by the assignees inter se that (according to their respective shares) 
they will pay the rents reserved by the lease and perform the 
covenants therein contained ? 

Davidson and Key and Elphinstone both contain precedents of 
such an assignment, but neither gives such covenants as we have 
suggested. They make the covenants with the assignor only. 

In cases where part of a leasehold is assigned in severalty, such 
covenants are always inserted as between the persons who me 
entitled to the two parts (usually the assignor and assignee) together 
with cross powers of distress. The cross powers of distress would no 
doubt be inappropriate where the property is held by tenants in 
common, but we do not see why the mutual covenants should not be 
inserted in the one case just as much as in the other. 

The precedents above referred to are the only ones we have come 
across. Prideaux and Bythewood and Jarman do not appear to 
contain any. W. & H. 

London, March 13. 


[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. S.J.] 








ESTATE DUTY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—A., B., and C. were entitled to household furniture as joint 
tenants under the will of a testator dying April, 1887. 

It may be assumed that probate duty was paid in respect of such 
furniture. 

Again, A., B., and C., under a conveyance on sale to them about 
ten years ago, became entitled absolutely as joint tenants to a lease- 
hold or freehold house. 


port, was a builder who 


By reason of the cesser of A.’s interest, is estate duty payable on his 
death in t of furniture and house, or either ? 
I would refer to Form A. 2, Inland Revenue Instructions (Nos. 7 
and 8) and to the Finance Act, 1894, s. 2 (1) (b) (d), and s. 7 (7). 
Framlingbam, March 14. F. G. L. 
[The ad reaches us too late for consideration this week.— 
Ep. S.J. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
BURGE v. ASHLEY & SMITH (LIM.). No. 1. 9th March. 


Wacrer—Srakenotper—Money “ Paro ’’—Ricut To Recover—8 & 9 Vicr. 
c. 109—Tue Gamine Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vicr. c. 9), 8. 1. 


Appeal by the defendants from a judgment of Lawrance, J. The 
plaintiff sued to recover the sum of deposited with the defendants 
as stakeholders, to be paid over to the winner of a boxing-match. The 
plaintiff and his opponent each deposited £300 with the defendants, who 
were the proprietors of the Sportsman. As a result of the match the 
plaintiff’s opponent was declared the winner, but before the defendants 

id over the stakes to him they received a notice from the tiff not to 

and it over. Notwithstanding this notice they parted with the money, 
and the plaintiff brought the action to recover it. The defendants con- 
tended that no action would lie by reason of section 1 of the Gaming Act, 
1892. Lawrance, J., held, on the authority of O’ Sullivan v. Thomas (43 
W. R. 269; 1895, 1 Q. B. 698), that the plaintiff was entitled to recover. 
From this decision the defendants appealed, and it was contended on their 
behalf that the decision in 0’ Sullivan v. Thomas was wrong ; that although 
before the Gaming Act, 1892, the plaintiff might have recovered the 
money if he had claimed it before it been paid to the winner, section 
1 of that Act had altered the law, and the present case came within the 
words of that Act, because the £300 was a sum “‘ paid”’ by the plaintiff to 
a stakeholder under or in respect of a contract made void by the Gaming 
Act, 1845, s. 18, and the action was based on an implied promise by the 
defendants to pay back this sum; that the intention of the Act of 1892 
was to sweep away any implied promise to pay a sum of money under or 
in respect of any contract rendered void by the earlier Act; and that the 
word ‘' paid’ in the Act covered a deposit with a stakeholder. The 
following cases were referred to: v. Plimmer (45 W. BR. 385; 1897, 
1 Q. B. 634), Shoolbred v. Roberts (1899, 2 Q. B. 560), Read v. Anderson (32 
W. R. 950, 13 Q. B. D. 779). ee 
Tar Covrr (A. L. Sutrn, Cottms, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
a , 
i L. Surrx, L.J., in giving judgment, said that the question was 
whether the case of 0’ Sullivan v. Thomas was or was not rightly decided. 
Did the Gaming Act of 1892 prevent the plaintiff from recovering the sum 
deposited with the defendants ? That depended upon whether it was a 
sum of money “ paid” by him within the meaning of section 1 of that 
Act. He did not think that a person who deposited a sum of money with 
a stakeholder would say that he had it to the stakeholder. In 
Strachan v. Universal Stock Exchange (44 W. R. 90; 1895, 2 Q. B. 697) 
the decisions on the Act of 8 & 9 Vict. c. 109, were discussed, and he 
(the Lord Justice) then said: “It is manifest that no action can be 
brought by the one the other to enforce any contract so 
declared to be void; but it has been held by authorities, which 
it is far too late now to question, that as soon as one party to a 
gaming contract receives notice from the other party, that the former 
declines to abide any longer by the wagering contract, momey de- 
posited by him thereupon ceases to be money deposited in the hands of 
the latter ‘to abide the event upon which wager shall have been 
made’; and any money still in the latter’s ss unappropriated by him 
becomes money of the former, without any good reason for the 


detaining it; and in such circumstances an action for money had and 
received to the plaintiff’s use will lie.” 


eae Sones ae 
could not bring themselves within the first branch of ion e 

of 1892. N oy the same reason, could they bring themselves within the 
second branch of that section. A deposit with a stakeholder was not a 
sum ‘‘ paid”? to him within the meaning of the Act. Itwasnow oe 
to stretch the Act so as to include the d t of asum of money with a 
stakeholder. bes ~ — were in the Act. m3 —_— ae 
strange that, if such were intended, proper words 

and well-known case had not been inserted in the Act. The case of 
O' Sullivan v. Thomas was exactly in point, and in his opinion the judgment 
of Lawrance, J., was right and must be affirmed. 

Cottrns AND Romer, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect.— 
Counset, Duke, QO., and Ellis Hvil; Marshall Hall, Q.C., and Ashworth 
Harrison. Soricrrors, Gush, Phillips, Walters, ¢ Williams; Bernard 
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eee [Reported by P. B. Durwrorp, Barrister-at-Law.) 
COOPER ». DAVENPORT; WINSTANLEY (Third Party). 
10th March 


No, 1. 


Master AND SERVANT—CoMPENSATION FoR Insuny By Accrpent—Unopsr- 
TAKERS—OONTRACTOR AND Svun-Conrractror—InpeMntry—WoRKMEN’s 
Comprnsation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c. 37), 8. 4. 


A from the award of the judge of the Warrington County Oourt 
unde tee Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The respondent, Daven- 
hell catered into a contract with the W: 





A. died February, 1900, leaving B. and C, surviving. 





arrington 
guardians to build a workhouse infirmary. He then sub-let the plumbing 
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work of the building to the appellant. A workman, who was in the 
employment of the appellant, was killed by an accident while engaged in the 
plumbing work of the building, and his widow claimed compensation under 
the Act from the respondent. The respondent claimed an indemnity from 
the appellant under section 4. The county court judge awarded the 
widow £260, and ordered the appellant to indemnify the respondent. 

Tue Covrt (A. L. Sr, Cotiims, and Romer, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal, holding that the case was governed by Cass v. Butler (ante, p. 277, 
48 W. R 309). That case decided that a sub-contractor was not an 
“‘ undertaker’ within the meaning of section 7, and was not therefore 
liable to pay compensation, and section 4 only allowed an indemnity 
against any person who would be liable to pay compensation under the 
Act.—CounsgL, Ruegg, Q.C., and Hartley; C. A. Russell, Q.C., and £. 
Acton. Soxicrrors, Busk, Mellor, § Norris, for Slater, Heelis, Williamson, 
Colley, § Tulloch, Manchester; 7. M. Richards, for A. J. Willett, Warrington. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


FRID v. FENTON. No. 1. 10th March. 


Master anp ServaNt—CompPgnsATION FOR Insurny By AcciDENT—BvILD- 
ING BEING ‘‘ ConstrUcTED”’ By Mgans or A ScAFFOLDING—WORKMEN’S 
Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), s. 7, suB-sECTION 1. 


Appeal from the award of the judge of the Rochester County Court 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The respondent on the 
appeal was a bricklayer in the employment of the appellant, who was con- 
structing a shaft at the cement works of Messrs. Francis & Co:, at Cliffe. 
The shaft was a brickwork erection 100ft. high, resting upon cement 
foundations, and was built at the top of a perpendicular bank about 20ft. 
high. For the purpose of doing the work it was necessary to erect a 
staging from the lower level to the top of the foundations. This staging was 
about 20ft. in height from the lower level to the topof the cement foundations, 
and was constructed in the manner in which a scaffolding was usually 
constructed—namely, with poles, ledgers, and putlogs. At the top of the 
staging, on a level with the top of the cement foundations, boards were 
laid to form a flooring. The only access to the work was by means 
of the ‘taging and from it through an opening left at the bottom of the 
brickwork of the shaft. The materials used in the construction of the 
shaft were brought in at the bottom of the shaft through the staging, and 
were hauled up the shaft by means of a winch on the lower level and a 
Pp th a rope running through the pulley on the top of the shaft. 
The construction of the brickwork of the shaft was done by means of 
scaffolding erected upon putlogs inside the shaft, the putlogs being sup- 
ported by being placed through apertures left in the brickwork, and this 
scaffolding and the putlogs on which it rested were raised from time to 
time, as the building rose, at intervals of 5ft. On the 8th of June, 1899, 
the day before the accident, the construction of the brickwork of the shaft 
had been completed, and the scaffolding inside the brickwork and the gear 
used in the construction had been removed and brought down to the 
staging ; the opening at the bottom of the shaft, which had been used for 
access to shaft and for taking in the materials, was bricked up; and 
the shaft was in working order and in actual use, with the exception that 
a lightning conductor, which had been run from the top of the shaft, 
required a copper plate to be fixed on the end of it and buried in 
the ground ut the lower level. On the 9th of June the respondent 
was engaged in removing gear, which had been used in the construction 
of the shaft, from the staging erected outside the shaft when he stepped 
upon a plank which tipped up, and in consequence he fell about 20ft. and 
was injured. The county court judge held that the shaft wasa “‘ building ”’ 
within section 7 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, and that it 
was, at the time of the accident, being constructed by means of a 
scaffolding—namely, the staging erected from the lower level to the top 
of the foundations of the shaft. In his opinion the staging, which was 
erected for the purpose of giving access to the shaft and bringing 
up lals for its construction, was a “‘ scaffolding’’ within the Act, 
and the building was at the time of the accident being ‘‘ constructed,’’ 
because the building could not be said to be completed until the scaffold- 
ing was removed, the removal of the scaffolding being part of the work of 
construction. He accordingly made an award in favour of the respondent 
for 10s. 7d. a week. 
Tue Court (A. L. Sure, Coriins, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
holding that the job was not finished until the staging was taken 
down, and therefore the ‘“‘construction’”’ of the building was not 
completed until then. Noone would say that the construction of a house, 
which was being constructed by means of a scaffolding, was finished 
before the scaffolding was taken down. The county court judge was 
therefore right.—Counset, A. Powell; A. J. Tassell. Souicrrons, Lewin § 
Birdseye, for R. Page, Manchester; A. Booth Hearn, Chatham. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


FENN v. MILLER. No.1. 10th March. 


Master anp Servant—CompegnsaTion ror Insurny wy Accipent—‘“* Azovur”’ 
4 Factowr—Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), 
8. 7, sUB-sEcTION 1. 


A from the award of the judge of the Bow County Court under 
the Workmen’s Compenration Act, 1897. The respondent on the appeal 
was @ builder’s labourer, and he claimed compensation under the Act for 
injuries by accident while in the employment of the appellant, who was a 
builder. ‘The appeilant was building houses upon un estate laid out for 
building at Chingford, in Essex. There were on the estate two steam- 
engines belonging to the appellant in sheds, used for working two 
mortar mills. —— s duty was to drive or conduct a water- 
cart and g Brook to fetch water for the engines and 


The 
to 
the mortar mills. On the 13th of March, 1899, while returning 


from the brook along the public road with the cart and horse 
the horse ran away and knocked him down, and the cart went over him, 
At the time of the accident the houses had been built to the height of from 
five to six feet. The spot where the accident happened was from 110 to 
160 yards from the nearest engine. The county court judge held that the 
respondent was, at the time of the accident, employed ‘‘ about ”’ the steam. 
engine, and therefore about a factory within section 7, sub-section 1, of 
the Act, and he made an award in his favour for 15s. a week. 

— Court (A. L. Smirn, Corims, and Romer, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 

= L. Sura, L.J., said that the steam-engine was a “factory” within 
the Act: McNicholas v. Dawson (47 W. R. 500; 1899, 1 Q. B. 773), 
Therefore the only question was whether there was any evidence that 
the respondent was employed ‘‘on or in or about’’ the factory within 
section 7, sub-section 1, of the Act. If he had been the judge of fact he 
would have found that the respondent was not soemployed. But his 
difficulty was in saying that there was no evidence to justify the finding of 
the county court judge. In Powell v. Brown (47 W. R. 145; 1899,1Q. B. 
157) he had said that the word ‘‘about’’ meant in close propinquity to 
the factory, and Collins, L.J., had said in physical contiguity. In that 
case the cart was standing in the street outside the factory, close to the 
entrance, at the place where the factory carts were usually loaded with 
timber, and the workman was injured while loading timber on the cart. 
The court held that the case came within the Act. In Lowth v. Ibbotson 
(47 W. R.506; 1899, 1Q. B. 1003) the workman was one and a-half miles away 
from the factory. The court there affirmed the decision of the county court 
judge that the workman was not “‘ about”’ the factory when the accident 
happened. The court had never yet overruled the finding of the county 
court judge on what was, in his opinion, a question of fact. He felt 
some difficulty in saying that in this case there was no evidence that the 
employment was about the factory at the time of the accident. But as 
his brethren were of opinion that there was uo evidence, he would not 
differ from the conclusion at which they had arrived. 

Cotuis, L.J., said that this court could not interfere with the finding 
of a county court judge on a question of fact where there was evidence 
te support his finding. But he must direct himself, just as he would 
direct a jury, as to what constituted employment ‘‘about’’ a factory. 
It was not easy to define “about.” Still, he thought that illustrations 
might be given of cases which would and would not fall within that word. 
It was a geographical expression and denoted physical contiguity. A case 
obviously within the line was where a factory involved the use of an area 
of land outside the physical factory. In such a case he would say that the 

jiece of land was ‘‘ about’’ thefactory. It was easy to put cases which fell 
inside and outside the line. It was not enough to shew that a man was 
employed about the business of his master. He drewa clear distinction 
between employment about the business, involving no physical contiguity 
with the factory, and such a physical contiguity with the factory as a jury 
might say was necessary for the purposes of the business. A carter 
employed to carry coals from a railway station to a factory would be 
employed about the business of the factory, but he would not be, generally 
speaking, in physical contiguity to the factory. Applying those con- 
siderations, it might well be said that there was no evidence upon which 
a jury could reasonably find that the employment here was, at the time of 
the accident, ‘‘ about’ the factory. That being so, there was no evidence 
upon which the county court judge could so find. 

Romer, L.J., agreed. The words ‘‘on or in or about’’ denoted a 
place. He would not attempt to lay down general rules and propositions 
as to when a man could be properly said to be on or in or about a factory. 
However, he would go as far as this: A man who, at the time of the 
accident, was only employed in driving or conducting a cart containing 
materials necessary for the business of the factory, to or from the factory, 
and was not in obvious propinquity to the factory was not employed 
‘*about’’ the factory. He agreed that in the present case there was no 
evidence to support the finding of the county court judge.—CovnszL, 
Rawlinson, Q.C., and P. Rose-Innes; Ruegg, Q.C., and W. M. Thompson. 
Soxicrtors, Ponsford § Devenish ; Buchanan § Hurd. 


(Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re MARYON-WILSON. WILSON v. MARYON-WILSON. No. 2. 13th 
and 16th Feb., and 8th March. 


Intanp Revenve— Serriement Estate Dury — Lecacy sy Tzsraror IN 
SatTisrFacTion oF Previous Covenant To Sgermte—Finance Act, 1894 
(57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30), ss. 5, 6 (2)—Frvance Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vicr. c. 
28), s. 19—Evrracr oy Covenant to Pay ‘*f Wirnour Depvcrion.”’ 


Appeal from decision of Kekewich, J., given on the 24th of June, 
1899 (47 W. R. 635; 1899, 2 Ch. 489). By an indenture of settlement 
dated the 23rd of July, 1895, and made on the marriage of his 
daughter, Eva Kathleen Maryon~- Wilson, the late Sir Spencer 
Maryon-Wilson covenanted with the trustees of the settlement that his 
executors or administrators should, within six calendar months from 
his decease, pay to the said trustees the sum of £25,000, ‘‘ without 
any deduction,’ to be held upon the trusts of the sejtlement. By his 
will, dated the Ist of August, 1896, Sir Spencer Maryon-Wilson, 
in pursuance of the above covenant, bequeathed certain freehold estates 
to trustees for the term of 2,000 years to raise and pay (inter alia) the said 
sum of £25,000 to the trustees of the said settlement. The testator died 
on the 31st of December, 1897. The question having arisen as to whether 
the settlement estate duty of 1 per cent. imposed in respect of the sum of 
£25,000 by section 5 of the Finance Act, 1894, ought to be paid out of the 
said sum of £25,000, or out of the residuary estate of the testator, it was 
decided by Kekewich, J., (1) that the duty was primarily payable out of 
the said sum of £25,000; and (2) that the testator’s covenant to pay 





‘‘ without deduction ’’ had not the effect of shifting the burden on to the 
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residuary estate. From this decision the defendants, the trustees of the 
settlement, now appealed; and it was argued on their behalf (1) that on 
the authority of Re Webber (44 W. R. 489; 1896, 1 Oh. 914) settlement 
estate duty was primarily payable out of the residuary estate, and that 
the present case was not within the exception grafted on to the general 
rule by section 19 of the Finance Act, 1896; (2) that the burden of paying 
the duty was anyhow thrown on to the residuary estate by the covenant 
already set out: Re Parker-Jervis (47 W. R. 147; 1898, 2 Ch. 643). 

Tue Court (Linpiey, M.R., Ricsy and Vavenan Wiis, L.JJ.), 
allowed the appeal on the second point; but on the first point upheld the 
decision of Kekewich, J. 

Lixptey, M.R.—The argument for the appellants, so far as it is based 
on the Finance Acts, is reducible to the following propositions: (1) That 
by the Act of 1894, sections 5 and 6 (2), the settlement estate duty is pay- 
able by the executors of the testator; (2) that the Finance Act does not 
say by whom the duty so payable is ultimately to be borne in a case like 
the present, section 8 (4) not applying; (3) that consequently the duty 
must be borne by the residuary legatees. The first two of these proposi- 
tions are correct, but the third is, in my opinion, erroneous, although it 
was adopted by North, J.,in Re Webber. The executors pay the settlement 
estate duty as trustees for somebody, but as trustees for whom? Certainly 
not as trustees for the residuary legatees, who take no interest whatever 
in the fund in respect of which the settlement estate duty is payable. 
The executors pay that duty as trustees for those who are Canela 
entitled to that fund, and upon plain principles of equity the executors 
are entitled to be repaid out of that fund what they have by law to pay in 
respect of it. In my opinion it lies upon the beneficiaries of that fund to 
shew why this burden, which thus falls upon them, should be borne by 
somebody else. The settlement estate duty, although described and 
imposed as a further estate duty, is imposed, not on the general 
estate of the deceased, but on specific portions of it, and ought 
in common fairness to be borne by those who take these 
portions. To facilitate collection the executors have to pay it, but this I 
regard as mere machinery. The Legislature has amended the law as 
expounded by North, J. (see 59 & 60 Vict. c. 28, s. 19), and has 
declared that the settlement estate duty payable in respect of property 
settled by a will is to be borne by the settled property. Kekewich, J., 
treats this enactment as a recognition by the Legislature of the 
soundness of the reasoning which led to the decision. I caunot so regard 
the enactment. It corrected a mistake, and so saved further litigation. 
If there were nothing else in the case the settlement estate duty would, 
in my opinion, have to be borne by the settled fund. ut then 
we have to consider the covenant of the testator. He covenanted 
to pay his daughter’s trustees £25,000 ‘‘ without any deduction.’’ The 
language of the covenant is too plain to be got over. It is argued, indeed, 
that the ‘‘ settlement estate duty,’’ although called a ‘‘further estate 
duty,’’ and made payable by the executors of the covenantor in respect of 
the settled fund, ought not to be treated as a deduction from it, but rather 
as a charge on it when paid over. I cannot accede to this argument. The 
covenant is so plainly worded as to preclude any deduction from the £25,000 
in favour of the residuary legatees. The testator has thrown the burden 
of the duty on his general estate in exoneration of the £25,000 which 
was settled on his daughter. Similar observations apply to the trusts of 
the termf 2,000 years created by the testator’s will to raise and pay the 
£25,000 in performance of his covenaut—that is, without deduction as 
above explained. As between the daughter’s trustees on the one side and 
the devisees of the estates subject to the term on the other side, the 
burden of the settlement estate duty falls on the latter and not on the 
former. In other words, the trustees of the term must, if necessary, raise 
and pay not only £25,000, but also the settlement estate duty payable in 
respect of it. The result, therefore, is that the decision appealed from 
must be reversed ; and the duty in question, and the costs of the litigation, 
must be borne by’ the testator’s general estate. 

Riesy and Vavesan Wuiiuiams, L.JJ , concurred.—Counset, Butcher, 
Q.C., and <Austen-Cartmell ; Warrington, Q.0., and 0. Leigh Clare. 
Soticrrors, Evans, Foster, § Wadham ; Bell, Steward, § Co. 


[Reported by J. E. Monnis, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BAGSHAW v. PIMM. No. 2. 12th March. 


Practice—Oosts—Propatrs AcTION—THREE WILL8S—S8VERANCE IN 
DEFENCE. 


This was an appeal as to costs arising out of the decision by Barnes, J., 
of a probate action heard in the Probate Division, under the following 
circumstances. The testator, Timothy Pimm, who died the 25th of April, 
1898, had made three wills dated respectively the 10th of August, 1895, 
the 17th of March, 1898, and the 2nd of April, 1898, which were the 
subject of the said probate action. The aaa of that action, which was 
heard before the ju ge and a common jury in March, 1899, was that the 
first will was admitted to probate, it being found by the jury that the 
two wills of 1898 had been obtained without the knowledge of the 
testator of their contents and by the undue influence of Frederick 
Pimm, the testator’s brother. The two plaintiffs in the action were 
the executors of the two wills of 1898, one of them being a solicitor 
of many years’ experience who had taken an active part in their pre- 
paration and execution. Of the four defendants who were all beneficiaries 
under the will of 1895, two were James and George Pimm, brother and 
nephew of the testatorand executors under that will, and the ini 
two, Mrs. Jackson and Mrs. Furniss, were sisters and children of another 
brother deceased. The will of the 17th of March, 1898, cut out the two 
latter defendants, but made no substantial difference to the two former 
defendants, ‘The will of the 2nd of April, 1898, which revoked that of 
the 17th of March, cut out these two former defendants also and prac- 


tically gave the whole property to Frederick Pimm. The 


defendants in 
the action having been successful in establishing the force and validity of 
the will of 1895, no special order was made as to costs, which followed the 
event. The two defendant Pimms brought in their bill for taxation, and 
it was taxed and had been paid. The two other defendants, who had 
appeared separately, also brought in a bill for £167 16s. 4d. for fees and 
expenses incurred ; the registrar declined to tax this on the ground that 
they raised no new point and that their interests were fully | geese by 
the other defendants. Appeal from this decision of the registrar 
was made to the judge in chambers, but he dismissed their appli- 
cation on the that the rule was 0 to allow en- 
dants one set of costs unless it could be shewn certain interests 
would suffer or that new points had been raised. Mrs. Jack- 
son and Mrs. Furniss now a to this court from that decision. 
For the appellants it was submitted that on the cases the rule was to 
deprive successful defendants of costs only where there was some 1 
merit or demerit; this long-established practice in the Queen’s ch 
Division should be followed in the Chancery or Probate Division. If there 
had been only one will in dispute, then they ought not to have appeared 
eeparately from the two executor defendants; but the appellants, who 
took no interest under either of the two 1898 wills, were the only parties 
injured by the former of the same, so that their interests were not 
necessarily protected by the two other defendants, who had only to upset 
the latter of the two said wills. The plaintiffs should be made to pay 
the appellants’ costs because the uncertainty of the latter necessarily 
arose out of the plaintiffs’ fault in having by undue influence procured 
the existence of the two wills. For the a it was submitted 
that the protection of the two executor defendants was sufficient for 
the appellants, who ought not to have been made parties, and certainly not 
to have appeared separately : Stevenson v. Abington (8 L. T. Rep. 719) and 
Re Isaac, Cronbach v. Isaac (45 W. R. 262 ; 1897, 1 Oh. 251). This was nota 
case like Rayson and Wife v. Parton (18 W. R. 232, 2 P. & D. 38), where there 
was a distinct advantage in confining the litigation to one occasion. This 
was a question of quantum and of law: Re Gilbert (33 W. RB. 832, 28 
Ch. D. 549). 

Linptey, M.R.—This case is a little out of the ordinary. It is clear that 
the respondents by setting up, as they did, two bad wills have brought all 
this controversy on themselves. At first I was inclined to think that the 
validity of the will of 1895 could and would have been properly fought out 
by the two executors without the two appellants appearing separately. 
But the result has not ‘been conclusive as to this. e question is, were 
they justified in appearing separately to defend their own interests? I have 
come to the conclusion that they were. There was such a divergence of in- 
te: est between the two Pimms and the two ladies, baving regard to the Murch 
will, that if anything had gone wrong the two Pimms might have con- 
sented to a compromise disadvantageous to the two ladies. That justitied 
the latter in separately appearing by counsel. Their separate appearance 
was cautious and not oppressive, and my sympathy not being with the 
respondents, Mr. Clay has convinced me that there was no svfficient cause 
for depriving his clients of their costs. 

Riery, L.J.—I agree. It might have suited the two Pimms to set up one 
will and not the other. 

Vavenan Wiis, L.J.—I am not at all prepared here to say that the 
solicitor for the ladies did not exercise a very wise discretion in advising 
them to appear separately, and if that is so, how can we say their separate 
appearance occasioned unnecessary litigation to these respondents ? 

The ap was allowed with costs, and an order made for the taxation 
of the bill.—Counse,, W. G. Clay; F. A. Inderwick, Q.C., and W. B. 
Rextall. Souscrrors, M. L. B. Braund, for F. J. Walmsley, Derby ; Few § 
Co., for J. § W. H. Sale § Son, Derby. 

[Reported by W. H. Drarznr, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


HONOUR v. THE EQUITABLE LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY OF THE 
UNITED STATES. Buckley, J. 6th and 7th March. 


DeciaraTion—InsuncTion—Fvuture Ricuts—Po.tcy or Lire AssvRANCE 
—Lire mw Existrence—KervsaL To AccertT Prewivums—AcTION BY 
Hover. 

On the 8th of July, 1897, a policy of life assurance was executed by the 
defendant society in favour of one Powis, whereby the society, in con- 
sideration of the payment in advance of £48 10s., and of the payment of 
like sums on or before the 16th of December and June in each year, 
promised to pay the executors or administrators of Powis or his assigns 
the sum of £4,000 upon proof of his death. The statement of claim 
alleged that this policy was ed to the plaintiff, and that on the 16th 
of June, 1898, the plaintiff avy made a legal tender to the defendant 
company of the premium payable, and that the society refused, and at the 
date of the action was , to take the premium ; and that the refusal 
was a repudiation by the society of the policy and their contracts 
thereby made. Powis was still alive at the time of the trial. The 
plaintiff claimed (1) a declaration that the policy and the contracts 
thereunder were valid and subsisting, and that the plaintiff was 
entitled to the benefit of them; and (2) an injunction restraining 
the defendant society from repudia the same by words or acts. The 
defendants in their defence tted the refusal to take the premium, but 
all that the policy was void because, as they alleged, it was not effected 
by Powis, but by the plaintiff, who had no insurable interest therein ; and 
moreover that the policy was obtained by misrepresentation. The 





defendants counterclaimed for a declaration thut the policy was void and 
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ought to be cancelled. At the trial they objected to the action as being 
premature. 

Bucx.zy, J.—At present the plaintiff has no claim under the policy. 
This court does not take upon itself to define the rights of the parties until 
the time comes when these rights are present rights. Before the death of 
the aseured the defendant society may obtain further information for 
substantiating the allegations upon which they rely by way of defence. 
Why should they be called _ to prove these allegations now? At the 
same time it is to be noticed that the condition of the policy is payment of 
the premiums on or before certain dates in each year. The plaintiff is 
unable to make these payments because of the refusal of the society to 
receive them. The plaintiff must not be prejudiced by this. I shall dismiss 
the action with costs upon the defendant society entering into an under- 
taking not to rely by way of defence in any future action on the policy 
upon the non-payment of the premiums at the proper times. [Upon this 
judgment the plaintiff agreed to put a certain witness in the box, and the 
defendants thereupon withdrew their objection to the action as premature, 
and the trial proceeded upon the claim and counterclaim. ]—CovnsgL, 
Cooper- Willis, Q.C., N. C. Home; Reginald Bray, Q.C., W. R. Sheldon. 
Sonicrtors, Hugh Rose-Innes ; J. W. Sykes. 

[Reported by Nevitie Tessvutt, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re HUNT. POLLARD v. GEAKE. Stirling, J. 8th Feb. and 8th March. 


Serrtep Esrate—Assicnree or Eavurrante Lire Estate—Lerrine into 
Possession AND Receipt or Rents AND Prorits—BANKRUPTCY OF 
Tenant For Lire— Costs. 


Tois was a summons, in an action commenced by originating summons, 
by the assignee of an equitable life interest in a freehold farm, which 
asked that he should be let into possession and receipt of the nnts 
and profits. ‘The farm was devised by a will dated the 8th of 
September, 1868, of which the plaintiffs were the trustees, upon trust 
to pay the rents and profits thereof to one Hunt for life or until he 
should alienate or incumber the same, m which case the life interest was 
to be forfeited. Hunt did not alienate or incumber his interest, but he 
became bankrupt on the 3rd of March, 1898. It had been held in the 
action that the bankruptcy did not occasion a forfeiture, and accordingly 
the life interest vested in his trustee in bankruptcy the present defendant, 
who sold it to the applicant with an assignment of all back and future 
rents. The trustees of the will employed solicitors to collect the 
rents arising from the farm, which was let on a lease running until 1909, 
and it appeared that the trustees knew little about the management of the 
matter. On behalf of the applicant it was argued that, although he could 
not assert an absolute right, he was entitled to be let into possession to 
prevent the Property being squandered away in mismanagement and that the 
court should exercise its judicial discretion in his favour; an order had 
already been made in 1898 declaring him entitled to the rents and profits. 
That the court had jurisdiction appeared from the cases of Taylor v. Taylor 
(23 W. BR. 947, 20 Eq. 297) and Re Bagot’s Settlement, Bagot v. Kittoe (42 
W.R 170; 1894, 1 Ch. 177). The trustees by their solicitors had acted 
wrongly in spending money out of the rents on repairs, as here there was 
no trust to do repairs (Re Hotchkys, Freke v. Calmady, 32 Ch. D. 408, at pp. 
418, 420) ; nor was the tenant for life cr his assignee bound to do repairs 
out of the rents: Re Freeman (1898, 1 Oh. 28). In opposition to the 
summons it was objected that the applicant was not a man of means and 
that the bankrupt was in a precarious state of health. 

Sriruine, J., caid that the applicant was not entitled as of right to 
possession but it was a matter for the discretion of the court: Zaylor v. 
Taylor (supra). The law had been stated by Chitty, J., to the same effect 
since the passing of the Settled Land Act in Re Bagot’s Settlement (supra), 
although the fact that the Act had conferred upon the tenant for life 
extensive — of management was an additional circumstance in favour 
of letting into possession. Here that additional circumstance did not 
exist, since the applicant’s title was derived from the trustee in bankruptcy 
of the tenant for life, whereas by the Settled Land Act the powers thereby 
conferred remained in the tenant for life notwithstanding bis bankruptcy. 
Therefore this case ought to be decided upon the same footing as if the 
Settled Land Act had not been passed. But the language of Jesrel, M.R., 
in Taylor v. Taylor shewed that the court had jurisdiction, upon taking 
sufficient security, to allow a person in the position cf a tenant for 
life to enter into possession. He could understand the desire of the 
applicant to be let into possession in this case since it would save him 
the commission payable to the solicitors for collecting the rents, and he 
saw no reason why he should not be let into possession upon his giving 
some sufficient security for the protection of the trustees. His lordship, 
however, would not be satisfied with the personal und-rtaking of the 
a licant, but the undertaking must be secured to the satisfaction of the 
judge in chambers. With regard to the costs of the remaindermen who 
were children of the bankrupt, they had been served by the direction of 
the master and they had given the court valuable astistance, and under 
these circumstances he thought he ought not to follow Re Newen, Newen v. 
Barnes (43 W. BR. 58 ; 1894,2 Ch 297), upon this point, but ought to direct 
the applicant to pay their costs. The bankrupt had no interest in the 
matter and his costs ought not to be allowed.—Counsrt, J. G. Butcher, 
QC., and Kenyon Parker ; C. E. E. Jenkins, Q C., and W. A. Jolly; W. H. 
Upjohn, Q.C., and J. Rolt; W. J. Seton. Soricrroxs, H. C. Knight ; 
Brighten § Lemon ; Morgan & Upjohn. 

(Reported by W. H. Duarzn, Barrister-at-Law. } 


GARDNER ». HODGSON’S KINGSTON BREWERY CO. (LIM.). 
Cozens-Hardy, J. 27th Feb., 9th March. 


Easement—Panow Licence—Annvat Payment or Rent—Uninterrvuptep | the western world. The 


The plaintiff in this action, Cordelia Gardner, was the trustee under her 
father’s will of a freehold messuage and premises at No. 203, High-street, 
Sutton. The plaintiff claimed a declaration that she was entitled to a right of 
way from the backyard of her premises to a pump in the yard of the Red 
Lion Inn, an adjoining public-house, and to take water from the 
pump; and aleo to a right of way for carts and horses to and from 
High-street through the Red Lion yard. The defendants did not 
contest the plaintiff’s rights as far as the pump and the way to it 
were concerned, but they denied the existence of a right of way 
from High-street across the yard of the inn. The plaintifi’s house 
was said to have been occupied as a saddler’s shop for upwards of 
sixty years. Behind the house was a yard and stables, the 
only access to which was through a gateway from the plaintiff’s yard, 
opening into the yard of the Red Lion Inn, and thence into High-street, 
The right of way to the yard at the back of the house was said to have 
been openly and regularly enjoyed during the last sixty years without 
interruption. The defendants alleged that a sum of fifteen shillings a 
year, by way of rent, was paid by the plaintiffs for the exercise of the right 
of passing to and from the yard. The plaintiff denied this, and asserted 
that the money was paid for the repair of the road. It was not denied by 
the plaintiffs that this payment been made since 1855. On the 3lst of 
March, 1898, the defendants served notice in writing upon the plaintiff 
requiring her to give up the use of the yard of the Red Lion and to close 
the gate. 

+) snl J., stated the facts and continued: Upon the facts I 
think the inference I ought to draw is that a licence or permission to use 
this way across the yard was given by parol more than forty years before 
action was brought, and that such licence was not gratuitous but subject 
to the payment of fifteen shillings a year. It is asserted by the plaintiff 
and denied by the defendants that a right has been acquired under section 
2 of the Prescription Act. The effect of this section seems to be this: 
There must be actual enjoyment for twenty years ‘‘ without interruption,” 
which is defined in section 4. It is not necessary that ‘‘any person 
claiming right thereto”? should during the whole period have claimed to 
be legally entitled against the owner of the servient tenement. An 
easement within section 2 which has been actually enjoyed without inter- 
ruption during the prescribed period without any shred or tittle of 
justification is rendered valid. There is, however, a distinction between 
uninterrupted enjoyment for twenty years and for forty years. The 
former is only prima facie evidence of the title of the owner of the 
dominant tenement, and his title may be defeated in any other way by 
which in 1832 it was liable to be defeated. Proof of a consent or 
agreement, whether by parol or in writing, will suffice to defeat the title. 
But ee enjoyment for forty years is ab:olute and conclusive 
evidence of title, with one exception only—namely, if the owner of the 
servient tenement can establish that the enjoyment was ‘‘ by some consent 
or agreement expressly given or made for that purpose by deed or writing.’’ 
A parol agreement will not suffice. In the present case there has been 
actual uninterrupted enjoyment for more than forty years under a parol 
licence, and according to the construction, which, apart from authorities I 
should adopt, that establishes the plaintiff’s right to the easement. The 
authorities seem to me to lay down that actual uninterrupted enjoyment 
of a way for forty years suffices to establish the easement, unless it can be 
shewn to have been enjoyed under some written consent or agreement. 
And, further, that, unless it was applied for and granted within the period 
of forty years, a parol licence is oP no moment. This principle must, in 
my judgment, apply whether the parol licence is gratuitous or for a 
consideration. Although I prefer rf ote my judgment on the Prescription 
Act, I wish to add that I think this is a case in which, if necessary, a lost 
grant ought to be presumed of the right to the pump and the right of way 
through the yard ; and any requisite amendment of the pleadings ought 
to be allowed. Such a grant might be subject to the payment of fifteen 
shillings a year, but the nominal payment is of no real importance to either 
party. The only substantial question is as to the existence of this right of 
way, which is vital to the enjoyment of the plaintiff's property. The 
result is that, in my opinion, the plaintiff is entitled to the relief claimed, 
and I must make the declaration and grant the injunction asked.—Covunsz1, 
Micklem, Q.C., and E. 8. Ford; Hon, E. 0. Macnaghten, Q.0., and George 
Cave. Soxrtcrrors, Spencer, Gibson, § Son; Lovell § Broad. 

[Reported by J. H. Davixs, Barrister-at-Law. | 


FOSTER v. GLOBE VENTURE SYNDICATE (LIM ). 
11th March. 


Psgactice—Evipence—Jupic1aL Notice—INDEPENDENCE AND BovunDARIES 
or Foreian Stare—Letrer to Secrerary or Srare. 


This was an application by the plaintiff in an action for rescission, on the 
ground of misrepresentation, of a contract to take shares in the defendant 
company, for a letter to be written by the judge to her Majesty’s 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs for the purpose of determining 
certain questions which arose in the case. The statements of which 
complaint was made were contained in the prospectus on the faith of 


Farwell, J. 
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which the plaintiff alleged that he entered into the contract, and were to 
the effect the defendant company had secured the right to acquire a treaty 
entered into by the Jemnah or council of independent tribes of Suss, being the 
entire territories on the north of the River Nan between the Atlas Mountains 
aud the Atlantic Ocean, and that the treaty conferred the right to establish 
trading stations on the coast of the Atlantic, on the navigable rivers, and in the 
interior, and a monopoly of the import trade of the country, and that it had 
been entered into by the independent Shereef of Suss at the special recom- 
mendation of the 8 ef of Wazan, the head of the Mahommedan tribes of 
laintiff alleged that all the statements were 


Enjorment or oven Forty Years—Tuz Prescxirrion Act, 1832 (2 &| false, and in particular that the tribes of Suss were not independent, 
but subjects of the Sultan of Morocco, and therefore had no power 
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to make any such treaty, consequently any such treaty, if it existed 
was worthless. For the p se of determining this point he applied 
that the letter should state that the three following questions had 
arisen in the case: (1) Whether the territory of Suss (to be considered 
for the purposes of the letter to mean all the territory north of 
the River Nan, and included between the Atlantic Ocean on the 
west and the Atlas Mountains on the east) was, on the Ist of January, 
1894, and had been ever since, part of the Maroquine territories; (2) 
whether during the same period it was within the dominions of the Sultan 
of Morocco ; and (3) whether from 1894 to the present time any such rights 
as were claimed by the prospectus to be conferred by the alleged treaty 
could have been conferred on any British subject or any corporation or 

rson not a subject of the Sultan of Morocco by any chief or chiefs of the 
tribes of Suss or any other person without the consent of that potentate ; 
and that the Secretary of State should be asked to reply to these questions. 
The defendant company objected that the limits of judicial notice were 
well ascertained, and that the matters in question ought to be proved by 
evidence. 

Farwe 1, J., said: There are two questions raised by this application— 
first, whether the tribes of Suss are independent or subjects ot the Sultan 
of Morocco; secondly, supposing them to be independent, whether a 
tract of land between the Atlas Mountains and the River Nan is part of 
the territory of those tribes or under the jurisdiction of the Sultan of 
Morocco. As to the first question I am bound to take judicial cognizance, 
and if in doubt to refer to the Secretary of State; and I am not disposed 
to allow his answer to be contested in any way. It seems to me that if 
the court has judicial knowledge of a fact it is beyond argument ; and still 
more so if it has obtained that knowledge through the Crown. As regards 
the second question, I think the reason given in Taylor v. Barclay 
(2 Sim. 221) seems to shew that I can have judicial knowledge on this 
point also. The question of the boundaries of a ae state is one 
which must sometimes arise, for example, in connection with domicil, but 
I have not been able to find a case of this kind. I think the Secretary of 
State must be bound to have knowledge of this point for the purpose of 
protecting her Majesty's lieges, and sound policy seems to me to require 
that the knowledge of the court should be in harmony with that of the 
Crown. I shall therefore write the letter as requested, but shall settle its 
terms myself, and I will not write for a day or two in order to enable the 
defendants to appeal if they think fit.—Counsrt, Hughes, Q.0., and KX. G@. 
Metcalfe; Bramwell Davis, Q.C., and R. Nevill. Soxrcrrors, Peacock § 
Goddard, for Mullett, Ellett, § Co., Cirencester; Foster, Grave, § Co. 


[Reported by J. F. Isettn, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re FIELD'S TRADE-MARK. J. C. & J. FIELD (LIM.) v. THE WAGEL 
SYNDICATE (LIM.). Buckley, J. 2nd, 5th, 6th, and 7th March. 


TRADE-MARK—INVENTED Worp—Morion to Regcriry—ActTion ror In- 
FRINGEMENT—Mark MReGISTERED FOR Frve Yrars—OCerTiricaTe oF 
Exctustve Use—Patents, &c., Act, 1883, (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57),8. 77 (a)— 
Parents, &c., Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 50), s. 18. 


This was an action by the plaintiffs, who were the registered owners of a 
trade-mark to restrain the infringement of it by the defendants, and it 
came on with a motion by the defendants to rectify the register by the 
removal of the trade-mark. The trade-mark in question was No. 96,997, 
and was the word ‘‘Savonol’’ for common soaps, detergents, and soft soaps. 
It was registered in March, 1890. The motion to rectify came on with 
the action for infringement under an order of the court, and the eame oral 
evidence was to serve for both proceedings. Upon the motion the 
applicants (defendants in the action) contended that ‘‘Savonol’’ was not 
an invented word—it was merely a French word, ‘‘Savon,’’ with a 
meaningless syllable added, which, according to the dictum of Lord Shand 
in the case of Re The Eastman Photographic Materials Co. (Limited) (47 W. R. 
152; 1898, A. O. 571; 15 R. P. C., p. 487), did not constitute an invented 
word. It was proved that for many years people who dealt in soap had 
spoken of certain toilet soaps by the ch term, as in the case of “‘ fiw 
de luxe,” ‘‘ Savon Regina.’’ 

Bucxtey, J.—The addition of ‘‘ol’’ is quite meaningless. It is not like 
theaddition of ‘‘ine,’’ as in ‘‘satinine’’ or ‘* maltine,’’ which indicates some- 
thing which is of the nature of the original word. ‘*Ol’’ does not indicate 
the character or quality of the goods. Ido not think that the dictum 
quoted of Lord Shand was intended by him to be inconsistent with the 
judgments of the other learned lords. The word ‘‘ Savonol’’ conveys no 
idea to me, and I hold it to be an “invented word.’’ 

His lordship then heard the action for infringement, and granted the 
injunction asked for. The plaintiffs thereupon asked for a certificate 
under section 77 (a), incorporated in the Patents, &c., Act of 1883 by 
section 18 of the Act of 1888. It was objected that this could not be done, 
as the section only applied to ‘‘ an action for infringement,”’ and the 
question of the ‘‘ exclusive use’? had been decided upon the motion to 
rectify; and not in the action for infringement. It was said that the 
validity of trade-marks was in practice usually or always decided upon 
motion ; and in the case of marks registered more than five years before 
it appeared necessary to adopt that course 

Bucxuzy, J.—The trade-mark has been registered more than five years, 
with the result that under section 76 of the Act of 1883, the registration i- 
conclusive evidence of the right to the exclusive use subject to the 
provisions of the Act. The provision is in section 90, which enables the 
court to remove the mark upon motion. The right to the exclusive use of 
this trade-mark cannot therefore in a sense come into question in the action, 
but only on the motion. But if I could not grant a certificate in this case, 
it would be impossible for the owner of a teoto-maris ered more than 
five years ever to get a certificate under section 77 (a). This seems 
inconsistent with the spirit of the Act, and I do not think I ought to come 





to that conclusion. I think under the circumstances of this case I can, 
and I do, decide that the right to the exclusive use came into question 
in the action, and I grant the certificate asked for. This decision is really 
made ex parte, and will not prevent a future defendant whom it is 
sought to enforce solicitor and client costs from contending that I had no 
jurisdiction to make it.—CounseL, H. Terrell, Q.0., and Sebastian ; John 
oo” Q.C., and 4. J. Walter. Sottcrrors, Edward Chester ; Lempriére 
0. 
[Reported by Nevitite Txssvurt, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re A, & B. (SOLICITORS), Ex parte W. Byrne, J. 13th March. 


Souiciron AND CLIENT—AGREEMENT—DeLay oN Part or OLienr 10 
Impeach AGREEMENT—So.icitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 
Vicr. c. 44), s. 8, suB-sEcrions 2, 4. 


This was an originating summons asking that an agreement dated 
the 18th of November, 1891, and entered into by Mr. W. with 
Messrs. A. & B. (solicitors), whereby the said W. agreed to pay 
Messrs. A. & B. the sum of £2,000 for costs, might’ be set aside and 
that Messrs. A. & B. might be ordered to deliver bills of costs in 
all matters wherein they had been employed as solicitors by the said W. 
and that such bills might be taxed. in the year 1891, W., who at that 
time was in want of ready money, desired to form certain businesses 
into a limited liability company, and consulted Messrs. A. & B. on the 
subject. On the 18th of November, 1891, he signed the following 
document: ‘‘ Memorandum of terms as to nses of the formation of 
Mr. W.’s business into a limited liability company and the issue of 
debentures.’’ ‘* Messrs. A. & B. to at once e the necessary steps 
to this end, and to be paid an inclusive fee of £2,000 (two thousand 
pounds), such fee to include all disbursements for valuers’ or account- 
ants’ fees, counsels’ fees, stamps, or otherwise, all professional or other 
charges, and all charges on account of interest on loans made or 
to be made to Mr. W. since the 4th of September, 1891, up to 
and including the date of allotment of the debentures, Messrs. A. & 
B. to have the nomination of the accountants of the new company 
and of the trustees for the debenture-holders.’’ The rest of the memo- 
randum was concerned with the issue and placing of the debentures. The 
applicant stated in an affidavit that he signed the agreement on the 
representation of A. & B. ‘‘that they were confident whatever sum was 
not subscribed by the public generally would be forthcoming from their 
clients, and that very large sums were usually paid for this kind of work, 
and that a fee of £2,000 was a very moderate sum to pay.’’ In the same 
affidavit he stated that the reason why he bad not before this taken -_ 
to have the agreement set aside was that one member of the said 
firm of solicitors was a director of the company, another was a trustee for the 
debenture-holders, that the mortgages of his property were controlled by 
the said A. & B., and that he feared that if he attempted to do anything 
they would injure his interests in the said company. There was alsoa 
considerable amount of conflicting evidence as to the issuing of pros- 
pectuses and other matters in connection with the company, W. 
attemping to show that A. & B. had not consulted his interests. Evidence 
was filed on behalf of A. & B. to the effect that the sum of £2,000 included 
considerable loans to W. and interest thereon made in connection with the 
business. No bill of costs in reference to the formation of the company 
was delivered. On behalf of the solicitors it was submitted that W. 
entered into the agreement with his eyes open and that there was no 
case shewing that after a delay of eight years such an agreement could 
be upset. 

Byrne, J.—This is an pee by a client for the delivery and taxa- 
tion of a solicitors’ bill. lordship referred to the Solicitors’ Remunera- 
tion Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict.) s, 8, sub-sections 2 and 4, and continued :] 
The client, being desirous of turning his business into a limited liability 
company, entered into the agreement with his solicitors. Primd facie the 
sum stated seems unreasonable. There has been no ment within the 
meaning of the Solicitors Act, and no delivery of bill. though there has 


been a long delay, there is no Statute of Limitations applicable. I there- 
fore direct the delivery of the bill in the usual way. If the respondents 
deliver a bill containing one item—that is, the agreed amount—I t the 


taxing-master, under section 8, sub-section 4, of the Solicitors’ Remunera- 
tion Act, 1881, to certify if the agreement is fair and reasonable, costs to 
be reserved until the taxing-master has certified. I should add that the 
decisions in Re Frape (41 W. R. 232, 417; 1893, 2 Ch. 284) and Re Baylis 
(44 W. R. 533; 1896, 2 Ch. 107) justify the conclusion to which I have 
come.—CounsxEL, Levett, Q.C., and Marcy ; Neville, Q.0.; Ashworth James. 
Soxtcrror, Pollard. 
(Reported by J, Anruur Price, Barrister-at-Law.)} 








Mr. Justice Wills still continues indisposed, and, to the Zimes, 
he is not expected to return to the courts for some consid: e time. 

In the House of Commons on the 9th inst., Mr. W. Redmond asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether he intended to introduce a Bill this 
Session to amend the law —— to the death duties ; and, if so, could he 
state briefly the nature of the and its objects. Mr. Hanbury eaid: No 
such Bill will be introduced ; but certain amendments of the law on the 





subject will be included in the Finance Bill, in pursuance of resolutions 
already agreed to. 
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COMPANIES. 
BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY. 


The annual general meeting of the British Law Fire Insurance Co. 
(Limited) was held on Friday, the 9th inst., at Oannon-street Hotel, the 
chairman, Mr. Hy. Turron Norton (Messrs. Norton, Rose, Norton, & Oo.), 
presiding. , 

The report stated that the net premium income for the year ending the 
3let of December, 1899, had amounted to £60,945 14s. 1d., as compared 
with £58,477 11s. in the previous year, being an increase of £2,468 3s 1d. 
The net losses, after adjusting those outstanding at the end of 1898, 
allowing for claims outstanding at the end of 1899, and deducting the 
amounts recoverable by reinsurance and indemnities, had amounted to 
£27,816 15s. 2d. The loss ratio for the year was 45°6 per cent. The 
accounts shewed an available balance of £12,256 3s. 4d. The directors 
proposed to carry to reserve £4,000, thus bringing the reserve up to 
£37,000, to declare a dividend at the rate of 4 per cent., free of income 
tax, for the year, and to carry forward £4,256 3s. 4d. During the year 
Mr. Arthur G. Beale, of Messrs. Beale & Co., of 28, Great George-street, 
S.W., had been appointed to a seat at the board. 

Mr. H. Foster Curter (manager and secretary) having read the notice 
convening the meeting, 

The Cuarmman moved the adoption of the report. He said it was not 
the practice of the chairman at these meetings when the society 
had a fairly successful year to make a long speech, but he might 
make a few remarks with regard to the accounts. The net premium 
income for the year was almost exactly £61,000—£60,945. This was an 
increase of £2,468 over last year. It would be recollected that last year 
there was a small increase only, some £1,200, and he had then explained 
that that was due, not to a falling-off in the direct business, which had 
been very satisfactory, but to the fact that the board had determined to 
cut down certain s of guarantee business which had been found not 
to be satisfactory. Last year they had given up guarantee business 
representing an income of about £2,000, and that was why the net increase, 
which would have been about £3,200, was reduced to about £1,200. This 
yeaz the board had continued the same policy, but it had not been necessary 
to give up so much. The guarantee business which had been given up 
this year was represented by just £500 of income. The consequence was 
that the real increase of the company’s business was just upon £3,000, but 
the £500 of guarantee business reduced it to the figure given in the report. 
He did not think it would be necessary to continue the operation in the 
future, because, with the experience which the board now had, he thought they 
had got the guarantee business upon a satisfactory basis. It had returned 
a substantial profit this year, and had gone to relieve the company of a 
considerable amount cf expenses. The net losses for the year were 
£27,816. This was an average upon the premium income of 45°6 per 
cent., which was not a bad ave So far as he knew it was likely to be 
about the third best in the lists, but the reports of all the offices were not 
yet out; he was judging from what he had heard. But the board had 
hoped up till within three weeks of the end of the year to be able to give 
@ much more favourable report. If the remaining three weeks had 
continued upon the same average as the rest of the year he would have 
had the quan of telling the meeting that the losses had amounted to 
very little more than £24,000. But unluckily during those last weeks the 
average was seriously interfered with, not from any single big loss, but 
from a number of small ones, which, if they had come by themselves, 
would have been useful as encouraging others to insure with the company ; 
but there had been too many of them. Still the company could shewa 
profit on the year of £8,155 18s. 3d., which with the £4,100 5s. 1d. brought 
forward from last year made an available balance of £12,256 3s. 4d., 
and the directors proposed to carry £4,000 to the reserve, thus bringing up 
the reserve to £37,000, to declare a dividend at the rate of 4 per cent., 
and to carry forward £4,256 3s. 4d. The board had received two letters 
from representatives of influential bodies of shareholders expressing a 
hope that the dividend would be increased to 5 per cent. this year, but 
the board, after giving every consideration to these representations, had 
come to the conclusion that it was more coneervative and better to keep to 
the usual 4 cent. until they could be reasonably certain that they 
would be able to maintain an increased dividend. They were also of 
opinion that the backbone of an insurance company was the reserve, and 
were anxious to carry a substantial figure to the reserve, the interest of 
which, it should be borne in mind, went each year towards the dividend. 
The expenses of management were very little more than last year, and 
there was nothing icular to call attention to on that side of the 
account. In the nce-cheet there appeared the sum of £6,700 invested 
in consols. A great many companies of all kinds had lately been 
informing their shareholders that they had written their consols 
down to par. This was quite right and proper if the consols 
were bought above par, but as the directors, by good fortune, 
bought their consols at 101}, they had thought it unnecessary 
to embark upon any cutting down principles this year. There was an 
increase, of course, in the amount of the funds invested representing the 
a to reserve = year. The “‘ cash at bankers’’ was the 
same. It seemed, perbaps, rather a large figure, £7,700, but the com 
had a good many accounts at different te ny to keep. Then hae eae 
the item, “‘ Balances due and in course of collection from agents and other 
companies, &c.’’ £11,260. This was always a rather large figure, because it 
included the Christmas premiums, but at the time the report was sent out 
£8,400 had already been collected, and at the present moment £10,310 had 
come in, so that practiially there was an infinitesimal figure, under 
£1,000, out with the agents. He apprehended that no shareholder would 
blame the board for having sent to the Lord Mayor a small contribution of 





fifty guineas towards the expenses of the South African forces. Of course 
the company were deeply indebted for their progress to the local boards 
and all the local boards were doing a great deal cf work for the company. 

Mr. W. Maprizs (Mesers. Maples, Teesdale, & Oo., vice-chairman) 
seconded the motion. 

Mr. Hatt observed that the ratio of losses was 37 per cent. in the 
previous year. Had the three weeks which had been referred to made the 
difference ? 

The Cuarrman said the ratio would have been about 38 per cent. without 
the three weeks in question. The average of losses from the first had been 
a little under 50 per cent. Thirty-seven per cent. was a remarkably low 
average. 

Mr. Munpay asked whether the investments represented approximately 
their cost. 

The Cuarrman: Certainly. 

Mr. Munpay expressed bis pleasure that the company was making 
progress, though he would like it to be a little more rapid. 

Mr. Coxzs said he represented a great many shareholders who were per- 
fectly satisfied to wait for a better dividend until the reserve was larger 
than at present. The reserve was an important factor in bringing new 
business. Until the reserve reached £50,000 he hoped the 4 per cent. 
would be maintained. He was very greatly pleased with the progress 
made by the company. In all probability a very substantial reward would 
await those who held the shares as an investment. 

The Cuarrman observed that a larger dividend might have been declared, 
but he thought it was the wiser policy to increase the reserve. 

The report was adopted. 

Mr. Cots moved the re-election of the retiring directors as follows: 
Messrs. Arthur G. Beale, John G. Bristow, Robert W. Dibdin, Archibald 
Herbert James, C. G. Kekewich, and Marshall Pontifex. He thought it 
would be a mistake to declare a larger dividend for some little time to 
come. A feature of the company was the slow and steady and secure 
progress that it was making. 

Mr. Coxzs seconded the motion, and it was agreed to. 

On the motion of Mr. Bariey, seconded by Mr. Munpay, Messrs. Tur- 
quand, Youngs, & Co., were re-elected auditors. 

Mr. Cotuins moved a vote of thanks to the local boards and to the staff, 
speaking in high terms of their services. 

The Cuarrman also spoke of the value of the services of the local boards 
and the excellent class of business they brought. The staff had all worked 
very hard indeed, and the result, especially as regarded the loss ratio, was 
very satisfactory. 

The motion was carried. 

Mr. Coxzs moved a vote of thanks to the chairman and directors. 

Mr. Hau seconded the motion, which was agreed to. 

The Cuareman briefly returned thanks. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Sir Cuartes Hatt, Q.C., K.O.M.G., Recorder of London, died on 
Monday, at 2, Mount-street, Berkeley-square. He was a son of Vice- 
Chancellor Hall, and his mother was the daughter of Mr. Duval, the 
eminent conveyancer. He was educated at Harrow and ai Trinity College, 
Cambridge, and was called to the bar in 1866. He joined the South- 
Eastern Circuit, but chiefly practised in the Admiralty Court. He was 
appointed, in 1877, Attorney-General to the Prince of Wales, and held that 
office for fifteen years.. He was made a Queen’s Counsel in 1881. In 1892 he 
was appointed Recorder of London, and he performed the duties of that 
office with credit and success. He was Member of Parliament for the 
Chesterton Division of Cambridgeshire in 1885-92, and since the latter 
date had represented the Holborn Division. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. F. F. Daupy, barrister, has been appointed Junior Counsel to Her 
Majesty’s Customs, in succession to Mr. Rowlatt, resigned. 

The Hon. Matcozum Martin Macnacuren, barrister, has been appointed 
Secretary to the Committee appointed to inquire into the Administration 
of the Patriotic Fund. 

Mr. Justice Bucxuey has received the honour of Knighthood. 


INFORMATION WANTED. 

James Brynte, deceased.—Any person having the Will or claiming to be 
next-of-kin of James Binnie, born in the parish of Dundee in or about the 
year 1836, and who afterwards served in the 100th and 97th Regiments, 
and was lately a member of the Corps of Commissionaires, and who died 
on the 24th of January last, is requested to communicate with us, the 
undersigned. Dated this 26th day of February, 1900.—Soames, Edwards, 
& Jones, 58, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, solicitors for the Corps of 
Commissionaires. 

Isaac Gorpon, deceased.—Anyone who can give inf8rmation to the 
undersigned with reference to a will of the above deceased will be amply 
rewarded upon the said will being forthcoming.—O. P. Eaton Taylor, 
solicitor, 11, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C. 9th March, 1900. 








GENERAL, 


Judge William H. Taft, who has, says the Albany Law Journal, been 
appointed by President McKinley to serve as chairman of the new 
ilippine commission, which is to devise and inaugurate a new civil 
government to replace the present military régimé as soon as possible in the 
as the islands, is now serving on the bench as the United 
tes judge of the Sixth Judicial District of Ohio. His appointment, 
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which carries with it a salary of 25,000 dollars a year, has been received 
throughout the United States with many marks of satisfaction. Judge 
Taft is forty-two years of age, and is the son of the late Alphonzo Taft, an 
eminent jurist, who on several occasions represented the United States in 
diplomatic circles abroad and also in the Cabiuet of President Grant. He 
is expected to sail for the Philippines before the let of April to begin his 
new duties. It seems to be the general impression that his services in the 
islands will be required for fully two years, if not longer. 

Mr. Justice Channell, on the 9th inst., referred at the Flintehire Assizesto a 
matter which he said seriously affected the administration of justice, and 
to certain observations made by him at Denbighshire Assizes which we 
recently quoted. He then said it was aecandal in the administration of 
justice that Welsh juries were so reluctant to convict in cases of perjury. 
He supposed if he had omitted the word ‘‘ Welsh ’’ his observations would 
scarcely have been noticed. If it was any consolation to them, melancholy 
satisfaction though it might be, he might say, and he said it with regret, 
that the same state of things was prevalent in other places. There was 
an immense amount of false evidence given in courts of justice, and he was 
afraid it was increasing. He was sorry, also, to add that juries were more 
reluctant to convict in these cases than in any other. He could not help 
saying that the Welsh people, who were most law-abiding, succumbed to a 
much less temptation than others to speak untruths in a court of justice. 
The Welsh were, he repeated, a very law-abiding people, and he was sorry 
that, with so many virtues, they should fail in this one respect. 

Mr. Thomas Beven delivered a lecture before the Solicitors’ Managing 
Clerks’ Association on Tuesday on ‘‘ The House of Lords as the Final Court 
of Legal Appeal.’’ The cbair was taken by Mr. Henry Manisty, President 
of the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Beven said that the conditions which 
had made the House of Lords what it had grown up to be possibly did not 
exist before the Norman conquest, and even then only in their rudiment 
Edward I. was the true father of the House of Lords. The alternative 
was precented to him either of stubborn clinging to the form of absolute 
power when the conditions of the time forbade the enjoyment of the reality, 
or of yielding to the forces at work, and at the same time moulding them 
to the benetit of the country and the strengthening of the Monarchy. 
Edward chose the course of directing, rather than that of being swept away 
by, the spirit of the age. The lecturer proceeded to give an historical account 
of the gradual development of judicial functions by the House of Lords, 
and of the struggles which took place between Lords and Commons in the 
course of that development. Starting from the King as the source of all 
judicature appointing commissions to exercise his power in the last resort, 
he shewed the changes which came over those commissions, and explained 
how at a later stage the power given by commission to certain nominated 
peers was asserted and exercised by the whole body, at first acting under 
the advice of the common law judges, and later acting in disregard and 
defiance of them. Finally, after many vicissitudes, the judicial work 
of the House of Lords came to be discharged entirely by lawyers, and at 
last the peers surrendered, almost without a protest, the jurisdiction for 
which their ancestors had contended until the very foundations of the 
constitution were shaken. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or RecisTRans 18 ATTENDANCE ON 
Mr. Justice 





AppEst Court Mr. Justice 
0. 2. STiRLING, KEKkEWwICcH. 
Monday, Mr. Jackson . Farmer Mr. Greswell 
Tuesday Pemberton King Church 
Wednesday Jackson Farmer Greswell 
Thursday Pemberton i Church 
Friday . Jackson Farmer Greswell 
Ba Pemberton i Church 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Byrne. Cozens-Harpy,. FaRwELu. Buck.ey. 
Monday, March ........ 19 Mr. Pugh Mr. Lavie Mr. Godtrey . Leach 
ees 20 Beal Carrington Leach Godfrey 
Wednesday Pugh Lavie Godfrey i 
Thursday ,.. Beal Carrington Leach Farmer 
Friday ...... ai Pugh Lavie Godfrey Church 
Baturday .......0..c0000-- Beal Carrington Leach Greswell 











To Soticrrors, Reat Estarz Owners, AND REPRESENTATIVES.—We obtain 


THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
March 19.—Mr. J. C. Stevens, at 88, King-street, Covent-garden :—Natural History 


March 20.—Fancy Poultry and 
March #1-—Palms, Avalene, Cameliaa, from Belgium ; Roses, Fruit Trees, and 

Border Plants, 

March 22.—Roses, Fruit Trees, Border Plants, &c. 

March 23.—Ornamental Lathe, Turning Apparatus; also four Centre Lathes, by 
ane pe Right = the Postmaster-General ; Cameras, &c. (See advertise- 
men‘ ; 

March 22 ~ Rheem. joel en Exus, Eaerton, Breacn, Gatswortay, & Co., at the 
annum, secured u : ‘or 

£0 to 66 years unexpired ; estimaved rack-rental value, £705. Solicitors, Messrs. Park 

Nelson & Co, London. (See advertisement, March 10, p. 5.) 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, March 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep uw Caaxcery 

Acuitirs Goupriretps, Luntep (1x Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Herbert Watkins, 23, New Broad st ! 

Benpy Broruers, Limrrep— Creditors are required, on or before A 18, to send their 
names and addresees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Pittman, 4, 
Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st. Phelps & Co, 22, Aldermanbury, solors for liquidators 

Gurow SrzamsHip Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to send the 

i of their claims to William Rhodes, 113, Cannon st. Lyne & 
ol: 6 and 6, Great Winchester st, solors to liquidator 

Jackson ExpLoration axp Deve torment Co, Limirep (1x LiquipaTion)—Creditors are 
required, on or before April 11, to send in addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to H Wi 23, New Broad st ‘ 

Jackson GoLpFIELDs, Lumtrep (1x LiquipaTion)—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 11, to send in their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Herbert Watkins, 23, New Broad st 

Lonpoy axp Mount Lyi Prospectixe Co, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before 
April 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Arthur Stewart, 7, Union ct, Old Broad st. Campion & Co, 90 and 91, Queen st, 
Cheapside, solors to liquidator _ E d 

Scuotsurcu & Co, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before March 15, to send their 

a and the ymond 








names and ad of their debts or claims, to A. Ra 

Wreford, 6, Do st, Cannon st ; 
Scortish Stones, Lourep—Creditors are required, on or before April 17, to send their 

names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to William Lawrence, 


27, Matham grove, East Dul . ? 
Suitn Kixver Co, Liarrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 10, to send their 
d address¢s, and the of their debts or claims, to William Hutton, 
Bennett’s hill, Birmingham. Hughes & Masser, Coventry, solors for liquidator 
**Srarcross”’ SteamsHip Co, Limitep —Creditors are eye before Ana 16, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their or claims, to William 
Merchants’ Exchange, Cardiff 


Srexotyrer, Limrrep -Petn for winding presented March 6, directed to be heard on 
March 21. Everett & i 194. Chancery lane, solors for petners. Notice of 
Sees aes Ce Sp ve-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Usion Leatoes Co, Liwrrep (1x Votustary Liquipation) —Creditors having claims or 
- Se rae tee eckiphear eter —— 4 
60, eolor for liqui 
PRIENDLY SOCIETIE3. 
DIssoLveD. 
Persevertne Mosiricent Sick aANp Buriat Society, 84, Port st, Manchester. Feb 28 
SusPpeNDED ror Toree Monras. 
HawrTnosn Biossom Lopes or Ancient Free Garpeners Frienpiy Socrery, Sun Inn, 
New Bridge st, Newcastle on Tyne. March 3 
Gazette.—Turspay, March 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liatrep m CHanosry. 





Crry News, Limtep —Creditors are oquieel, on or before April 10, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particalars of debts or claims, to Thomas Galland Mellors, 
King John’s chmbrs, Nottingham 

| Crickmuer & Co, Luomrep—Creditors are required, on or bi fore 28, to send their 

| mames and addreszes, of their debts or claims, to John Edwin Denney, 

91, 92, and 93, Palmerston bldgs, O!d Broad st 


| New CaLEponIAN AGENCY, Lriwrrep—Creditors are required on or before 10, to send 
| their names an and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Newton, St. Michael’s Rectory, Cornhill. Parker & Co, St Michael’s Rectory, Cornhill, 


svlors to liquidator 
| Usrrep Kixepom Desenturs Bank, Liurrep —Petn for winding Ll wage March 7, 
| directed to be heard on March 21. Hudson & Co, 32, Queen st, solors for 
| petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock ia 
| the afternoon of March 20 
| W. Hanvixe & Co, Linrsp—Petn for winding up, presented March 8, directed to be 
| heard on March 21. Colyer & Colyer, 41, Wych st Strand. solor for petners. Notice 
of sepuacing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
TrapesMEn’s Union Sociery, Coach and Horses Inn, A Devon. Feb 28 
Working Man's Farenp Lopce or Frrgnpty Mecuanics society, Braddylis’ Arms Inn, 
Market pl, Ulverstone, Lanes. Feb 28 





Best Prices for all Quantities of Second-hand and Defective Rails, Scrap | 5 = 


Tron, Old Plant, &c. We undertake to SELL for Clients, at a moderate 
commi-sion, or to Purchase outright where necessary, all Iron, Steel, 
and Heavy Goods, Castings, &c. Highest references. Write or wire— 
Morpaunt Lawson & Co., Workington, Cumberland (Telegrams: Mor- 
daunt, Workington ; Telephone: No. 9), and Branches at Belfast, Bir- 
mingham, Carlisle, London, Liverpool, and Middlesborough.—[Apvr. ] 


WARNING TO InTENDING House Purcuasers AND Lgssexs.—Before pu:- 





chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an rt from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Kee quoted on receipt of particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.’’—[Apvr.] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
- London Gazette.—Frivay, March 9. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


| Brirron, Gzora 
| Pet March 6 Or 


CALVERT, JAMES, = Beerhouse Keeper Bradford 
Pet Marché Ord March 6 


March 6 
F. u Wituiam, Springfield, Essex, Mineral Water 
Al eeenatacturer, Chelmatord Fet March 6 Ord March 6 


E, wood, Glos, Bootmaker Bristol ; Dyxe, Josrrn I, Greenwich, Victualler Greenwich Pet 
winae | feb 10 Ord . 


Awsprews, Cuartes Butter, Walworth, Instrument Maker | Cuark, Henry, Leyton, Butcher High Court Pet Feb 8 r, Hereford, Ropemaker Hereford Pet 
Court Pet March’7 Ord Mare March 6 epttapkt en oe 


Hi 


h 7 | 7 
Asu, eens FREDERICK, reneeele, Grocer Wakefield | o—- Ne Joun, Norwich, Grocer Norwich Pet | Hocuscaitp, Louis, Higher Broughton, nor 


Pet March 5 Ord March 


Atkinson, Tuomas, and Jackson Vartey, Cleckheaton, | Cooper, Mary, Smethwick, Stafford West Bromwich Pet | Hoskins, HAsry, 
March 5 Ord March Salisbary 


Coopers Bradford Pet March 8 Ord March 8 


Manchester, 
— Ringwood, aimee, Galle 
Pet March 6 Ord March 5 


5 
Barrow, Joun, Southport Li 1 Pet Jan 12 vies, D , Mumbles, @ B 7 K 
dh, , Southp verpool Pet Jan Ord | Daviss pore, 5 — lam, Builder Swansea Pet | Hupsoxn, Tuomas Watrsr, eas ent, Dairyman 


arch 6 
Bares, Taomas Witu1am, East Dereham, Norfolk, Teilor | Davies, Grorox, Cardiff Mason Cardiff Pet Merch 7 | Jackson, Wrutiam Tuomas, 


Norwich Pet March6 Ord March 6 Ord M 


Canterbury Pet March 5 


Ww 7 facturer Pet “arch 7 
Bexrox, Wittiam, Argyle sq High Court Pet Jan 8/ Deane, Watrer Epwaat, Streatham, 8: Wands- W. St John’s Wi 
Ord Merch 6 ’ ° , March 1 Ord March 1 urveyor LANCASTER, ot os ood, Draper High 


worth Pet O; 
Biycuam, Harry Szxywour, Uxbridge rd, Baker High | Drive, Jouy, Billingha 
Court Pet March 6 Ord March 6 | March 5 ‘Ord March 5 


y, Lincs, Butcher Boston Pet | Lzox, Ocravivs, Cardiff, 
Feb 23 Ord March 6 


Timber Merchant Cardiff Pet 
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Lo Goeenes, Senin. I W, Carpenter Newport Pet 
Tapes, ¢ B, Bed ienee High Court Pet Dec 29 Ord 
Mawson, Beyyamrn, eo, York, Engineer Leeds 
Pet March 6 Ord March 
Motywevx, Anna Mary Viv + am a Green, Sussex 
M Brien Ballth Welle B ‘Baul Newto 
ORGAN, WILLIAM recon, er Newtown 
Pet March 7 Ord March 7 
—_ Wiu1am. Roath, Cardiff, Coal Merchant Cardiff 
0 yo oT Nottingham Pet 
ae. ILLIAM e' e 
March 7 Ora March 7 4 


Paistey & Weica, Wandsworth, Engineers Wandsworth 
Pet Jan 31 


Ord March 1 
Pzaxsz. Rosert, West Auckland, Durham, Cabinet Maker 
Durham Pet Marché Ord March 


Perry, Ext Jouy, Beacon hill, Camden rd High Court 
Pet Feb15 Ord March 7 

PuILuirs, Bow ano Tuomas, Cheltenham Cheltenham Pet 
Feb 21 Ord March 2 


a Grout, Ora — oe We me, Grocer Birming- 

Rupp, Henry ear Epwano, Cold Aston, Glos, Farmer Chelten- 

Sanvers, fants J std Ashby de icin la Zouch, Builder Burton 
on Trent Pet Marché Ord March 6 

Sxipmorz, Jos, Bimethrick, Staffs, Butcher West Brom- 
wich Pet Marché Ord March 6 


Spencer, James 5 tell Tom Firzpatrick Ky1ss, and 
STEPHEN Kay Wandsworth, Builders High 
Court Pet March7 Ord March 7 

a yy TLLIAM a St Thomas the Apostle, Devons, 

et March 6 Ord March 6 
Sry.zs, _ RR ete Sunbury, Builder Kingston, 
6 Ord March 


Pet 6 
Bumyzr, James Grorcz, Rawdon, nr Wood Turner 
Leeds Pet March5 Ord March 5 _— 


ey > Witu1aM Josep, Heigham, Norwich, Commission 
Agent Norwich Pet Marché Ord March 6 

Tuoma gt wr, Brecons, Draper Tredegar 

6 

Tuompson, James Wii11aM, Cambridge gdns, nas vy 
Bchoolmaster High Court Pet Jan 31 Ord March 

Trecoxinc, WitLiAM Henry, Cardiff, Clerk Cardiff Pet 
March 5 Ord March 5 


TyrnxpatL, Samuet, Cinderford, Glos, Corn Merchant 
Gloucester Pet March 5 Ord March 5 

ham, Norwich, Builders’ Merchant 

Pet Marché Ord March 


Wa.aceg, Tuomas, 
Norwich 6 

Wiixrams, Wriuiam, Gorseinon, Glam, Builder Swansea 
Pet March7 Ord March 7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Assorr, Mary Marrna, ee I of W March 16 at 4 
Kent Hotel, Ryde, I of W 

Arkixsoy, THomas, and Jackson Vartzy, Cleckheaton, 

— . oo March 19 at 11 Off Ree, 31, Manor 


Barns, riaows W Witt, ye Tailor March 17 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Siem James Henry, Clerkenwell, Carman March 19 
atll Bankru: bldgs, Carey s 

Bayruiss, Beyxsamin Hitcuen, Lower Marsh, Lambeth, 
Clothier March 16 at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Brycuam, Harry Seymour, Uxbridge rd, Baker March 1 
at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Brows, Freperick Wiii1am, Norwich, Hay Merchant 
March 17 at1l Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Cuark, b+ ae Quinton, Northampton, Farmer March 19 
at Off Rec, County Court bidgs, Sheep st, 
| A nln 


Coorrr, Atrrep, Scunthorpe, Lines, Grocer March 16 at 11 
Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, t Great Grimsby 
arom, Davi, Penygraig, Glam, Builder March 16 at 3 
35, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Fond, Tuox As Baitey, Binfield, Berks, Farmer March 16 
, #5 Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
ok. Tuomas Hxyry, Chevineton, Suffolk, Farmer 
March 23 at 1.45 angel Hotel, Bury 8t Edmunds 
GreenrizLp, Joux, Browley, Builder March 16 at 11.30 
, Railway *PP, J London _ ge 
Hau Tuomas, Altham, Accri 
a 16at3 Off Rec, 14, i, Chapel st, Preston 
Haywagp, Epwarp, Tewkesbury, Boot Manufacturer 
March 17 at 3 County Court bidgs, Cheltenham 
Hocascuriip, Louis, Higner Broughton, nr Manchester, 
Cigar Merchant March 16 at 8 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


Hoprex, Satan Epwarp, Bradford, Newsagent March 
16 at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradf ord 

Hvsy, Tuomas Gat, Kingston upon Hull, Clerk March 
16at11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Hvssty, Abert, Cromer, Norfolk, ’Bus Uriver March 17 
at 1130 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Hutcuixsox, Joux Henry, Pocock st. Blackfriars rd, 
Litho Printer March 13 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Jackson, Wittiam Tuomas, Accrington, Cotton Manufac- 
turer 16 at 33a) Off Rec, nag st, Manchester 
Jerrery, Tuomas, St Leonards on om ter March 
27 at 8 County Court offices, 24. _ —-*- rd, 


WARD, mony Kn rd, Moctendies March 19 
9 


ra upon Halt, ull, Painter March 16 
Off Rec, Trinity House In In, Hull 
Jones, WILLIAM, Aberystwith, Fruiterer March 27 at 12 30 
Townhall, Aberystwith 
er Wii, Bexhill, Licensed Victualler March 16 at 
Marine Hotel, 


tae Arravur Henry, Kingsbridge, Devon, Baker 
lati 6, nee Som, Oe Plymouth 


Jerrenys, 
at 


Jouxson, GroncE, 
at 12 


Lewis, Evcar Party, Pemb 
27 at il Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey t 
Lvovow, Ricuarp James, , Voachbuilder March 
- 16 at -. — 95, Temple chmbra, bang ed 
ICHOLLS, JOHN LARMAN, gton, Lincs, Schoolmaster 
March 22 at 12.15 Off Rec, 4 and 6 West st, Boston 





Perers, CaarLes, New London st, Cornfactor March 19 at 
2.30 Bankr st 

Parties, Epwarp Tomas, Cheltenham March 17 at 4 
County Court bldgs, Chel! 

Pickup, Jos, Bolton, Voal Merchant March 16 at 11 16 
Wood st ton 


RamsBorrTom, hey Goole, Yorks, Grocer March 16 at 
11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
ry Epwanp, Norwi itationer March 17 at 1.30 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Surrn, Witi1aAm Freperick Fietcuer, Alvaston. Derbys, 
= March 16 at 11 Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate, 
r 
Spencer, James Arxrnson, Tom Firzparrick Kyiss, and 
STEPHEN he Bho eter Builders March 
1éatil B ldgs, Carey st 
SranpisH, CHARLES, Banco, Clerk March 16 at 12 Off 
Rec, 81, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Sumner, JAMES GEORGE, Rawdon, nr Leeds, Wood Turner 
March 16 at 11 Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 
THOMAS, a Grays aker 
9at 3 Off Rec, 95, —— — Temple av 
Urquaart, "ae Liss, 8t ‘James March 19 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs Carey st 
Wetts, Henry, Stroud Green, Builder March 16 at 2.30 
Ww er oom Te as, Houghton le Spring, Dur Con. 
HEATLEY, THomas, Hot m le SP - 
fectioner March 6s ff Bese, on Joho oe 


6 at 330 

Sunderlan1 
Witiiamson, Atrrep, Green Lanes March19at3 Off Rec, 

965, chmbrs, Temple av 
Woopnovss, Tuomas, Morcambe. Fish Dealer 

h 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, 14, Chaat oe st, i 

Woopmay, Warten Witiiam. Too 

Victualler March 21 at12 Bankrupt oy bldg, Casey 4 

Amended notice substituted for that Patint 
London of March 2: 
a) Ipznx Hucers, Folkestone, Builder March 17 at 11 
ff Rec, 73, Castile st, Canterbury 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Asn, Tuomas Freperickx, Belle Vue, Wakefield, Grocer 
Wakefield Pet March5 Ord March 5 

Arxiyson, I'nomas, and Jackson VARLEY, Cotieeee, 
Yorks, Coopers Bradford Pet March 3 Ord March 3 

Bates, Toomas Witw1am, East Dereham, Norfolk Tailor 
Norwich Pet March6 Ord March 6 

Bittson, Heyxrzy, Hawkhurst, Kent, Coal Merchant 
Hastings Pet Feb 27 Ord March 7 

BiycHam, , Fm Szrymovur, ry rd, Baker High 
Co Ord March 6 


urt Pet March 6 

Britton, GrorGez, ~ +} Glos, Bootmaker Bristol 

Pet March “Ord 

Brown, Harry Georcze , all Talbot ct, Gracechurch st, 
Merchant High Court Pet Dec5 Ord March 3 

CiaRke, Witiiam Jonny, Norwich, Grocer Norwich Pet 
March6 Ord March 6 

Coorrr, Mary, Smethwick, Stafford West Bromwich Pet 
March 5 Ord March 

Davies, Davip, Mumbles, Glam, Builder Swansea Pet 
March 5 Ord March 5 

Daviss, Evan, — Schoolmaster Newtown Pet 
Feb 13 Ord March 

Davies, GrorGE, Cardit, Mazon Cardiff Pet March 7 
Ord March 7 

Dainc. Jouy, Lg my Lincs, Butcher Boston Pet 
March 5 Ord March 


Farrsurn, WILLIAM, Springficla Essex, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Chelmsford et Marth @ Ord March 6 


Forp, Tuomas BaiLey, a Berks, Farmer Windsor 
Pet Feb5 Ord March 

Goop, Wiii1am Henry, Fovil, 8 Twioe Manuf. 
turer Yeovil Pet Feb 12 Ord March 6 

Gort, Heyry, Hereford, Ropemaker Hereford Pet March 
7 Ord March 7 


Gripper, Horace G, Ware, Herts High Court Pet Sept 
26 Ord March 2 





Hatt, Tuomas, Altham, nr Accrington, Contractor Burnley 
Pet Feb8 Ord March 6 

Hamer, Wittiam Ranwarp, Great ye Clerk Great 
Grimsby Pet March5 Ord March 5 

Hammonp, Tuomas Hawkins, Shirley, Southampton, Builder 
Southampton Pet Feb 19 Ord’ March 7 

Howumepery, Grorce Henry, Colchester Colchester 
Pet Jan 22 Oxcd March 5 

Hosxixs, Harry, Ringwood, etonpiee, Saddler Salis- 
bury Pet March 5 Ord 

Hupsox, THomas WALTER, song Kent, Dairyman Can- 
terbury Pet March 5 Ord March 5 

Jackson, Witttam Tuomas, Accrington, Cotton Manufac- 
turer Manchester Pet March7 Ord March 7 

Jerrerys, Epwarp, Karl’s Cours rd, Bootmaker High 
Court Pet Feb 15 Ord March 6 

Jonzs, Davin, Lianidloes, Draper Newtown Pet Feb 16 
Ord March 6 

Littiz, Dr AnprEw JounstTon, Harefield Windsor Pet 
Jan 12 Ord March 3 

Lowe, Cartes, Ventnor, I of W, Carpenter Newport 
Pet March 6 Ord Marché 

Mawson, Beysamrin, Gildersome, York, Engineer Leeds 
Pet March 6 Ord March 6 

Mo.yyevux, Ayna Mary a + nr Horsham 
Brighton Pet March 7 Ord Marc 

Morean, Witt1am, Builth Wells, ome Haulier New- 
town Pet March7 Ord March 7 

Marcan, Wittiam, Roath, Cardiff, Coal Merchant Cardiff 
Pet March 5 Ord March 5 

ome. Tuomas, Whittield, Northamytons, Corn Dealer 

Banbur ¥ Pet Feb 26 Ord March 6 

Coma, ——. Netherfield, Notts Nottingham Pet 

4 March 7 


Sean) at On West Auck' Dushesh, Cabinet Maker 
Durham Pet March6 Ord 

Prype, Rosert, and James Lawson, Teddington, Builders 
Ki: Surrey Pet Feb10 Ord March 5 

Baxpe.u, Epwarp, Dover, } oe = Proprietor Canter- 
bury Pet Jan 27 Ord Ma: 

Ricxarps, Cuartes Cavin _ oo An, Oroydon, Tarpaulin 
Manufacturer Croydon Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb #8 





Rupp, Henay Epwanrp, Cold Aston, Glos, Farmer 
Cheltenham Pet March 7 Ord March 7 

Sanpers, Sanaa Jaye, Ashby de la Zouch Burton on 
Trent Pet March6 Ord March 

Sxipmorse, Jos, West we Stafford, Butcher West 
Bromwich Pet March6 Ord March 6 

Spencer James Arxixson, Tom Firzpataick Kyisp, and 
Sreruen Sweeritaxp, Wandsworth, Builders High 
Court Pet March? Ord March 7 

Stocker, Witu1amM Henry, St Thomas the ie Apoatle, Devon, 

Pet Marché Ord M 





Builder Exeter 
Sumner, James Gzorce, rs or Tock Wi. Wood Turner 
Leeds Pet March5 Ord March 5 


Tayior, WitiiaM Josern, "Heigham, Norwich, Comeniasion 
Agent Norwich + March 6 Ord March 

TynpALL, SamveEu, Cinderford, Glos, Corn 
Gloucester Pet March 5 Ord March 5 

Wittrams, Witiiam, Gorseinon, Glam, Builder Swansea 
Pet March 7 Ord March 7 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Vavasour, Witt1aM Epwanrp Josers, Tadcaster, Yorks, 
Baronet High Court Adjud July 2, 1897 Annu 
March 5, 1900 


London Gazette —Turspay, March 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Assort, FrepERick JomN, jun, Whitcomb st High Court 
Pet Jan18 Ord March 6 

Betis, THomas, Seacombe, - reams Builder Birkenhead 
Pet Feb 21 Ord March 

Berry, James, Mapleton, 3 Skirlaugh, Yorks, enaet 
Kingston upon Hull ‘Pet March 10 Ord March 1 

BinnincTon, WituiaAm Wuirtinc, Newcastle on Tyne 
Grocer Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 8 Ord March 

Bsoox, Wi1ii14m Henry, Leeds, Stock Broker Leeds os 
Feb 14 Ord March 9 , 

Bagooxs, Henry, 8t Anne's on the Sea, Builder Preston 
Pet Feb 24 Ord March 9 

———— Tsomas, & Co, King William st, , Timber 

High Court Pet Feb 27 Ord March 

Cocamea, James Powstt, Walworth rd, Printer High 
Court Pet March9 Ord March 9 

Cooper, W1Lu1AM Henry, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer Pet 
March 8 Ord March 10 


CoupLanD, JouX, Clifford, York, Joiner York Pet March 
7 Ord March 7 ; 

Croox, SAMUEL, —— Property Repairer Bolton Pet 
March 8 Ord March 8 


Davies, Ricwarp, Tey Potato Merchant Shrews- 
bury Pet March9 Ord March 9 

E.us, Ro EL, Bradford, Wholesale Cabinet Maker 
Bradford Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Fievpek, STEPHEN, Soe ae Medlock, Manchester, 
me Manufacturer ter Pet March9 Ord 
March 


Fozarp, Wreraaa Knaresborough, Licensed Victualler 
York Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

GrirFiTHs, —— Gorseinon, a Carmarthen Pet 
March 8 Ord March 8 


Hamer, Wii11am Rennarp, Great a Clerk Great 
Giimsby Pet March5 Ord March 

Jounson, Gzorce, Chepstow, Mon, Reliet Signalman 
Newport, Mon Pet March10 Ord March 10 

Jopson, JOHN CHARLES, Birmingham, Cycle Maker Bir 
mingham Pet March9 Ora March ¥ 

Kir.inc, ALMOND, West Tanfield, nr Bedale Yorks, Inn- 
keeper Northallerton Pet March 7 Ord March 7 

Kyowirs, Samuet Heaton, Leeds, Insurance Agent 
Leeds Pet March9 Ord March 9 

Lamsert, THomas Jouy, Bradford, Manchester Boot 
Deaier Manchester Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Laxcasrek, JuserH, Middiesborough, "yaad Middles- 
borough Pet March 10 Ord March 1 

Lancaster, Tuomas, Edenhall, a oR Farmer 

Carliale Pet March 3 Ord March 8 

Laruaa, THomas, Holloway rd, Draper High Court Pet 
March 9 Ord March 9 

Lazageck, Epwarp, Aldershot Guildford Pet Jan 13 
Ord March 6 


Mattox, Jous, Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet Feb 5 
Ord March 9 


Maynarp, WALTER Henry, Sheerness, Licensed Victualler 
Rochester Pet March8 Ord March 8 a 
Morean, J Lewis, Railway app, London Bridge, Solicitor 

High Court Pet Jan12 Ord March 8 ; 

Nievp Tuomas Stanyer, Peckforton, Farmer Nantwich 

Pet March 7 Ora March 7 

Pinar, Horace Toomas, North Walsham, Norfolk, Corn 

Merchant Norwich Pet March9 Ord March 9 

Pixper, Arruvue, Leicester Leicester Pet March9 Ord 

March 9 

Scuuppisser, Cuartes Enarv, and Francis Louis &cuvr- 

PISSER, Camden Towa, Vianoforte Manufacturers High 

Court Pet March 8 Ord March 8 

Sueruerp, Arruve, Bradford, Piasterer Bradford Pet 

March 8 Urd March 8 

Sran.ey. Jouy, Lytham, Lancs, Builder Preston Pet Feb 

21 Ord March 9 

SrerHEensoy, SAmuEL, and Joun Topo Sravuzxson, Low 

Fell, Gateshead, Cartwrights Newcasile on ‘Tyne 

Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Srevens, Epwis Cuarves, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet 

March 9 Ord March 9 ; ; 

Sronz, Grorce Bewarp, Plymouth, em Fitter 

Plymouth Pet March 10 Ord March 

Bwattow, Witiiam Reynoips, Guide “Bridge, Lancs, 
Saleeman ‘Ashton under Lyn; Pet March 9 Ord 


March 9 
Tirmarsa, WILLIAM, ~ + aa Carman Croydon Pet 
March 7 Ord March 7 
Vickery, WILLIAM, Gooticigh, Devon, Farmer Barnstaple 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
Wake, — 18, on Builder Kingeton, Surrey 
Pet Feb 6 
Warson, Witt bern eo Sunderland Pet March 9 
rd March 9 





et March 7 





Roxiss, Georce, Crabbs Cross, Warwick, Grocer Birming- 
ham P Ord March 7 


. 
Wess, fuomas Gzorcre Mauchester, Engineer Manchest: 1 
Pet March 9 Oxsd March 9 


Kx 
1 








orks, 
Bnul 


‘mer 


Pet 
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FIRST MEETINGS 

ar} Jouy, en Bouthport March 22 at 2.30 
ff Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverp 

Besos Winiay, Argyle sq Manel 20at12 Bankruptcy 


Samet” teak Henry, Hawkhurst, Kent, Coal Merchant 
March 21 Parr’s, 65, High st, Tunbridge Wells 
Boorn, Jostan, Morley, York, Grocer March 22at11 Off 

Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 


Borromiey, THOMAS, Liventton, York, Chemical Manu- 
facturer March 22 at 3 ae Ree, 31, Manor row, 


Britroy, Gores, Kingswood, 


Gearene, James, Bradford, Beerhouse Keeper March 20 
at11 Off Rec, 81, Manor row, Bi ord 
“3. & Co, THomas, King William st, egal Dryers 
March 22 at 11 Bankruptcy ee, ee? 


~The heyy ey fs Gab Driver 
March 21 a’ Cary, cam ge 
a poset Hock, B FRudchen March 20 at 2.30 
gy obey hg 
wap oe he OHN, orich, Grocer March 20 at 4 
Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


nen Witu1am Hewry, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer 
March 21 at 12.30 Off Baldwin st, Bristol 

CovuPrLAND, “tee Clifford, Yor! = Joiner March 22 at 12 16 

CrooK, SAMUEL, Bolton, ; Property Repairer March 22 at 11 
16, Wood st, Bolton 


Dare, Joux Tuomas, Port Talbot, Glam, Refreshment 
a March 20 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra 


road, Swansea 
Deane, Watrer Epw ARD, Streatham, Surveyor March 20 
at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Fozarp, Witt1aM, Knaresborough, Licensed Victualler 
March 26 at 11.15 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 
Geppzs, WILLIAM Macyavucutoy, Kettering, 
p= ae md March 21 at 11 174, Corporation st, Bir- 


een , ae Edgbaston, Birmingham, Grocer March 
22at11 174, Corporation st, _ 
Hvupsoy, Tuomas ay Herne, Kent, 'yman March 
22at9 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 
Bg James Luc _ ‘Wolstanton, Staite, Ale Bottler 
March 21 at 11.80 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
Kyow.es, Samvet Heatox, Leeds, ce Agent 
Mar at1l Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Latuam, Tomas, Holloway * Draper March 20 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, } 
Lrox, yi ag! Timber Mer Merchant March 22 at 
1 Ree, 117, 8t any Carl 
eiceiee Groner, Camberley, Surrey March 21 at1 Off 
Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Mawson, Bensamin, Gildersome, Yorks, Engineer March 
21 at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Maynarp, WALTER Henry, Sheerness, Licensed Victualler 
March 26 at 11.80 115. High st, 
Motynevx, Ayna Mary Vivienne, Nuthi nr Horsham 
22 at 2.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bi hton 
Morcan, J Lewis, Railway app, London Bridge, icitor 
March 22at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, ae 
Morcax, Rowiann RicHarp, ae Pengam, G 
March 20 at 12 135, High st, Merthyr Br 
Morgan, WILLIAM, — Wells, Brecon, Haulier 


21 at 1130 1 h st, Newtown 
7 | hy. H, Kidderminster, Carpenter March 20 at 
eston, Church st, Kid , Solicitor 


Ror, » BA, JouN mang my Stationer March 21 at 2.30 
“Red Lion Hotel, Salisbury 


ScuurpisserR, CHARLES | and Fraycis Lovis 
ScuuprissEr, Camden Town, Pianoforte Manufacturers 
March 22 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Stevenson, Witt1am, Kidderminster, Milliner March 20 
at12.30 Lion Botel, Kidderminster 

Stocker, WILLIAM Hewny, St Thomas the A: ie, Devon, 

Builder March 29 at 10.30 Off Ree, 13, ‘ord cires, 

Tavior, Witt1aM Joszru, Heigham, Norwich, Commiseion 
Agent March 20 at 4.30 he 

Watiace, Tuomas, Heigham, N Joinery Manufac- 
turer March 20 at 3 Of Bee King st, Norwich 

Wensum, Davin, ANd” Valuer March 21 at 2 135, 

High st, Merthyr 
ADJ UDICATIONS, 

Arnoxp, JuLIAN TreGenna Bipputrn, Lincoln’s inn fields, 
Solicitor High Court Pet Dec7 Ord March 6 

ARNOLD, WittiaM Cuannine@, Lincoln’s inn fields, Solicitor 

h Court Pet Dec 7 a March 6 

Brrgy, James, May Skirlaugh, York, Farmer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Bixnine@Ton, ILLIAM Warrine, Newcastle on Tyne, 

Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 8 Ord 


10 

Catucart, Atay T, Church Stretton, Salop Shrewsbury 
Pet Jan 20. Ord h 6 

Cou - Joun, _— York, Joiner York Pet March 


Ord 
nf Samue Bol Pro) Bolton Pi 
a Ce ton, perty Repairer ‘et 


Exu1s, Sent Pea dfor, Ly Cabinet Maker 
Bradford Pet March 9 Ord March 

Fozarp, Wi.u1am, Nw Siceninl Victualler 
York -Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Geppes, WittiaM MacnavuGcHuren, Ket Commercial 

es — Birmingham Pet —_ March 9 
IrriTHs, Henry, Gorseinon, Glam, Grocer Carmarthen 
Pet March 8 Ord March 8 

Coogee. Some, , Brom'ey, Builder Croydon Pet Feb 26 


Horton, Tuomas, Birmingham, Grocer 


‘baston, 
Birmingham Pet Feb 10 Ord March 9 
Hurcuisson, Joun Heyry, Pocock st, Blackfriars m Litho 
pe ee te, Pet Nov 7 Ord March 
REY, THOMAS, on C te! 
Hor ae —_ Sea, Carpenter ‘Hastings 


Kine, Horaczk Wittiam, papoume, Tobacconist East- 

K ne Sean “tant aa, ed 

IPLING, ALMOND, West Tanfi b ae ton ae 
keeper Northallerton 


0 





Kxyow.es, Samvrt Heaton, Leeds, Insurance Agent 
Leeds Pet March9 Ord March 9 
Lampert, Tuomas Jouy, Bradford, Manchester Boot 
ter Pet March 10 Ord March 10 


La ¥ Middl h, Draper Middles 
NCASTE: OSEPH. . - 
borough ' Pet March 1 0 “Ond March 10 


Ler, JosEpn, sen, and amit Leg, jun, 8 rt, Con- 
tractors Stockport peas Feb 15 ‘Ord 1 

er a 1UI ee oe » Timber Merchant Car- 

diff Ord March 7 


Lone, Arann Epwanrp, Hackney, Printer’s Manager 
High Court Pet Jan 31 Ord March 7 

Saved, ‘Watrer Henry, Sheerness, Licensed Victualler 
Rochester Pet March 8 Ord March 8 

Nrexp, Tuomas Sranyer, Peckforton, Farmer Nantwich 
Pet March 7 Ord March 


7 
Prat, Tuomas, Sale, Chester, Baker Manchester Pet 
‘eb 18 Ord March 8 


na Ton, + Coal Merchant Bolton Pet March 8 

Piterm, ered Tuomas, North Lew =| Norfolk, Corn 
Merchant Norwich Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Fons, — R, Leicester tae Pet March 9 Pet 


Poot, Exrzazar, Commercial st, Warehouseman High 
Court Pet Feb 23 Ord March 9 

Rees, Horace Vicxars, Palmer ” Westminster High 
Court Pet Jan3 Ord March 

ScuuprisserR, Cartes ERrarp, er Francis Louis 
ScuuppisseR, Camden Town, Pianoforte Manufacturers 
High Court Pet March 8 Ord March 9 

SuerHEerp, ARTHUR, hall, Bradford, Plasterer 
Bradford Pet March § March 8 

Stevens, Epwix Cuaries, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet 
March 9 Ord March 9 

Stone, Grorcz Sewarp, Plymouth, Engine Fitter 
Plymouth Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Sryues, Freperick CHARLES, Susbeny, Builder Kingston, 
Surrey Pet March 6 Ord March 10 


Swatiow, Witiiam Reynowps, co. Lancs, Salesman 
Ashton under Lyne Pet March9 Ord March 9 

Tuomas, Aticz, Brynmawr Brecon, Draper Tredegar 
Pet Feb 21 Ord March 8 

Tuomas, Epwiyx, Grays Thurrock, Essex, Brickmaker 
Chelmsford Pet Feb 27 Ord March 7 

TirmarsH, Witi1am, Beckenham, Carman Croydon Pet 
March 7 Ord March 7 

Watson, Witi1am, Sunderland Sunderland Pet March 9 
Ord March 9 

Wess, Tuomas Grorcre, Manchester, Engineer Man- 
chester Pet March9 Ord March 9 

Wison, Davip, Downderry, Cornwall, Licensed Victualler 

Ord March 


Woor Fran TRhrrton, Bail Builder Exeter Pet Feb 21 
‘OOD, ANK, xe! et Fe’ 
Ord March 8 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Maruews, Atrrep Gipgon, Westbourne, Hants, Dupes 
—_ Poole Adjud July 4, 1898 Annul 
1, 


Simonson on Debentures and 


Debenture Stock. 
Second Edition. Price 21s. 








Lonpon : 
EFFINGHAM WILSON, Royat Excuance. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 





Libraries V: 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports oe Text-bocks 
always on on Sale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 
ANTED, No. 47 of Vol. XLVI. of the 


Weekly Reporter, wits Statutes, dated September 
- 1898; 6d ee ve will be paid for same at the Office, 
27, Chancery-lane, 








ESSRS. INDERMAUR & THWAITES 
22, Chaseery-iane, London, W.C., continue ts read with 
Stadeute tethin Class and d bavatalyand d through the Post 
Intermediate Examinations 





hod send oom 8 to 6 iasuthe paaned, Out of 15 sent in for 
Honours 10 were in the Honours list, including 2 Prizemen. 


R. CUTHBESS SPURLING, M.A.,, 
B.C.L. (Oxford), First Class Honours, late Scholar 
of Christ Church, Editor of the 11th Edition of “ Smith’s 
Manual of Common Law,” continues to PREPARE for 
the Bar and all University Law Examinations. 
Bar Examination, May, 1899—15 sent up, 14 passed. 
June, 1899—A pupil gained the B.C.L. degree at Oxford. 
Address, i, New-court, L Lincoln’ 's-inn, W.C. 
R. BERTRAM JACOBS, LL.B. (Lond.), 
of ct et Fore-street, E.C., First in Honours Juris- 
and Roman Law, First in Honours Common Law 
and Equity, Honoursman Solicitors’ Exhibitione: 
and Uni ity Law Scholar, Coaches for all Law Exam- 








EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE. 


PRIVY COUNCIL APPEALS. 


A Manual on the Practice and Procedure in Colonial 
and Indian A before the Lords of the Judicial 
Committee of Her Maj 's Most Honourable Privy 
Council. THOMAS P IN, F.S.A. With an 
Appendix of Modern Precedents and Forms. 10s. 


THE SALE OF FOOD AND DRUGS. 
The Acts of 1875, 1879, and 1899, With Notes of the 
Decided since the became 





Reported Cases Acts Law. 
a = C. H. HEDDERWICK, M.P., of the Middle 
= Barrister-at-Law. Demy 8vo. ; Second Edition, 
8. 


THE EXCISE LAWS. | 
A Practical gement of the Laws relative to 
Se ey oy Sess on Ueate unk 


c., and also Tables of Du' to 
Duties of Customs. By  ATHANIED” J. ioemtd 
MORE, of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-La 
Assistant Solicitor a Second Edition, 
in Two Volumes, 30s. 


RATING OF RAILWAYS. 
i the Assessment and Valua- 
tion ys Stations for 
By WALTER CLODE, Barrister-at-Law and Associate 
the Surveyors’ Institute; assisted by FRANCIS H, 
DAY, Barrister-at-Law. French morocco, 
10s, 6d. ; cash with ordes order, » 88, 6d, 6d. 


BAILEY’S INDEX TO THE ‘TIMES.’ 


Monthly Parts, 8s. each ; Subscri for the Year, 30s. 
4 to Monthly Parts 





x “We oS bart it success.” —Echo 


ly Chronicle. 
“We there is lit le doubt that there will be such a 
for it as to make it an undoubted success.” 
estminster 


Gazette. 
* "Leaves nothing to be desteed® sah Be 


List of Blue Books on South African Affairs 
dating from the Sand River Convention to the present 
date, affecting specially the Transvaal, sent on applica- 
tion. 
LONDON: EA8T HARDING STREET, Ec. 











AW. — Solicitor (25; admitted 1899; 
Graduate) Desires Conveyancing or ing Clerk- 
ship (Countey) ; slight supervision pg 


experience ‘try ; 
mats references. —Ropert Parse, Solicitor, witon, Wallington, 
AW. — Engagement Desired as Convey- 
ancing and Chancery Clerk; experienced also in 
Common Law, Probate, and Chamber Practice; excel- 
lent sommenens : moderate salary.—W., 94, Geldeston-road, 
Upper Clapton 


Cron (28) Desises Engagement | in 
Co 9 ane; A t_short- 
aa al he ue presen! cient! 








ONVEYANCING CLERKSHIP Wanted ; 
Probate, Lunacy, and" Common Law i 
June, 1898; testimonials ; 
wo. ~—BScrise, “ Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, i 


OLICITORS ONLY. — Wanted, £4,500: 500 ; 
A inconceivable wealth, 








a; no risk beyond the £600, even that nominal — 
yy amt Investuent, care of Burbidge, Wilcox, & Co., 
= 








for Sale, ing to £160 per annum, 
— Se N.W.; let 
ts, six times secured; price £4,430.— 

@. a. Pano ETER, 9, E.c. 





GQOLIOrTORS, MORTGAGEES, and Others. 
—M. L Dove f 40, Ladbroke-grove, London, is one 





to Purchase every description of 
in London, 
poy, im ay cake of rpa oF position ——— < London, or 
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['YPEWRITING and SHORTHAND. — 
Legal Documents accurately Copied by Skilled 


Assistants ; Shorthand Writer a ble for 
occasional it.—M. H. D. Dowatpsox, 2, Old 
Queen-street, Westminster. 


apt) of SRESPTELD. —The Corporation 
or Deposit.—For , CITY penny 
| eb Town Hall, eaaae 








LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS. 
For Vacancies in Town and , or for Introduc- 
tions to Gentlemen i apply to 
J. HARCOURT SMITH, 
Partnership A and Law Costs Drafisman. 

o Chaneatr-lnne. 
¥.B.—MOBTGAGE SECURITIES WANTED. 





GENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 

INVESTMENT COMPANY, Liumrzp, 

No. 2%, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
[Removed from 5, Whitehall.] 
Established 1836. 
Share and Debenture Capital - - £639,600. 
Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 

Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
eharges. Policies Purchased. 

D. A. BUMSTED, F.1A., Actuary and Secretary. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 


Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
eye Gee and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on eens bg be Capitalized, 


E OLAYTON } 
r. H. CLAYTON. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(Estastisuep 18323), 
nen and Lif a * Ea = ee 
: . a 
Property — n¢ e Policies, and 


Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard, to 
30, COLEMAN STREET; E.Cc. 


TEE CBBQuUA BANE, 
EsTaB.isHED 1873. Ltd. 
TrvsTes: The Most Hon. the ay f ZWEEDDALE. 
: BANK OF 
Py A Seren &c., 
CHEQUE SANK CHE CHEQUES. No Saat f an 
remittance to any part of the world. Payment of Annuities 
undertaken. Current Accounts Deposits Re- 

ceived at IvreRzsrt. 


Head Office : i Within, E.C. 
West oot Otto’ 1 Cocker BW. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE 4253 MAKERS. 


To Her Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Sadia! Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 





Joint 














ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRIATER®. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for a, Town 
, and Olerke of the Peace 


Corporation ain, University and Sleep Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.LM.E., 
Offices 


Law 








World. 
asto le 
OOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
Regent's Park, now OPEN DAILY ( 


BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANCE 


COMPANY, LIMITED. 





SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - ONE MILLION. 
Paid-up Capital and Reserve, £137,000. 


Head Office— 


5, LOTHBURY, BANK, LONDON, E.C. 


Trustees. 
Sor tight Hon. Lord DA 
. Lord Justice QOMER. 
GENERAL eae E. Wesster, 
Bart,, G.C.M.G., Q.C., M.P.). 


Directors. 
Chairman: HENRY TURTON By ag Esq. 
Vice-Chairman: WILLIAM MA » Esa. 
James Hooker, Esq. 
—— Herbert James, 


The 
THE ATTO 





Solicitors: Messrs. Baker, Buaxer, & Hawes. 
Bankers : Messrs. Roparts, Lussock, & Co. 
Manager and Secretary: H. Foster CoTier. 


BRANCH ESTABLISHMENTS AT 
BIRMINGHAM, 104, Colmore-row. 
BRISTOL, 11, Clare-street. 
EDINBURGH, 47, Frederick-street, 
LEEDS, 5, East=parade. 
LONDON ( West End), 16, Cockspur-street, S.W. 
LIVERPOOL, 3, The Temple, Dale-=street, 
CHESTER (Sub-Branch), 16, Corn Exchange-chambers, 
MANCHESTER, 41, Cross-street. 
GLASGOW, 176, West George-street. 
NEW CASTLE-ON-TYNE, Post Office-chambers. 
Offices also at DUBLIN, BELFAST, and CORK, 
This Company, established by members of the Legal 7 
fession throughout the country, entertain 
Insurance against damage by Fire a odedine® on slizible 
risks, within “onthe United Kingdom, Mercantile 
Insurances. Application for Agencies pong 





\UARDIAN FIRE AND LIFE ASSUR- 
ANCE COMPANY, LIMITED. 


Head Office—11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 
Law Courts Branch—21, Fleet-street, E.C. 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, £2,000,000 


Cuaremas—Hon. Evetyw Husparp, M.P. 
Deputy-CuarnmaN—Roperick Pryor, Esq. 


Fire Policies which by pad at LADY DAY should be 
renewed at the Offices of y, or with the Agents, 
on or before the 9th day of —~ 


Applications for some SS 
” Manager of i iecae~s. J. Retrow. 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
CHE IMPERIAL rysveance company 
tmurren, FIRE. 


Established 1808. 
1, O14 Broad-ctrest, B.C. 28 Pall Mall, 8.W., and 47, 
-lane, W.C. 
Subscribed £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total over £1,500,000. 
EB. COZENS SMITH, General Manager. 
ESTABLISHED 1782. 


PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 
19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London. 


Lowest Current Rates. 








supplied. 
Faaxcis B. Macvox ap, Secretary. 
ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
ss Baker-street Pen SOBER ATT SOUR of SIE 


ALFRED MILNEB, Africa ; 
PRESIDENT KRUGER; LORD SALISBURY; the 
Hon, Mr. J. CHAMBERLAIN ; CAPTAIN 


PUB. 
Mr. J.J. DARLING, of the Australian Team of 








GRAND HISTORICAL TABLEAUX, RE eR Een Ezine 
IMPORTANT A fod in ENGLISH HISTOR 
VISCOUNT IN and a ORIGINAL PLANO 





ee 


TREATMENT OF pe aE. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
an Tenn 0, Dy ee 


HOGG 
Medical Seowteention, 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR . LADIES. 
Medical Attendant: J. wae ay NEALE, M. 
M.RB.C.P. Lond. H. M. RILEY, Assoc. ae 
years’ Experience. Excellent 
and Medical References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 


INEBRIETY. 
HOME FOR LADIES, 


(Under the 1879 Act or privately.) 


Dr. J. M. HOBSON can receive a few Ladies under hig 
personal care. Home life, with every facility for con- 
voniel work and recreation. 
Address : 


Glendalough, Morland Road, Croydon. 














TREATMENT of INEBRIETY : and ABUSE of DRUGS 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. 
2} to 5 Guineas. Billiards, Tennis, Workshop, 
Apply to Resident Medical Buperintenden nt, 
E. NEALE, M. B., B.8, 
Telegrams—“ Neale, Highshot, Twickenham.” 


PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS, 


W. P. THOMPSON & CO.,, 
322, High Holborn, W.C. 


(and at Livespoot, Mancuzster, and Breminana), 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vineial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 

Representatives in all Capitals. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898. 


AUTHORITY. 


Terms, 
&e, 








BY 





misite under the above Acts on the 
very req supplied 





aie BOOKS s0f FORMS bept in stock for immotiate 
“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
cn MCHABE OkBTIVICATES, 
a vg ey arcu 
‘and executed. No No Gharge for Sketches. 
" ollettors? Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & GO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
Asanal and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


FALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
Law ‘ene PARADUNNTARY. 


PaguiaMentTary Biiis, Mixureag oy Evivence, Books or 
Reverence, Statements Ov CLaim, Axswens, &0., & 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 





Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER. 


27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
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